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Abstract
Over the last decade, concerns over healthy eating, the systemic causes of hunger,
and alternative ideas over food production and consumption have become more prevalent
issues in mainstream American society. This has resulted in increasing literature on
whether alternative food movements and local food advocates are an emerging social
movement. In using Knoxville, Tennessee as a case study, this thesis explores how
historical changes in food-based welfare created conditions for increased local activism
around issues of hunger and food insecurity. Second, this thesis uses interviews from key
local food advocates to determine how their activism is shaped by personal identity, the
building of coalitions, and the search for resources. Lastly, using New Social Movements
literature, this thesis presents an understanding of how issues of identity, coalition
building, and the search for resources influence local food activism. This thesis builds
upon previous research about how the New Social Movements literature informs the
actions, roles, and goals of many emerging movements.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION
Over the last decade, issues surrounding the problems of nutrition, obesity, and
food security have garnered increased attention in mainstream American culture. This
attention toward problems in our current food system can be seen in the popularity of
films such as Fresh and the academy award nominated film Food, Inc., and in the
increased news coverage of these issues. Recently, Michael Moss, a reporter for the New
York Times, received a 2010 Pulitzer for his article on the increased risk of food-borne
illness in the meat processing industry (Moss 2009). In the last several months, leading
monthly publications have featured articles varying from the rising “obesity epidemic,”
the increase in food deserts in urban areas, and the growing rate of food stamp recipients.
Across the country, organic and local food movements have led to a thirteen percent rise
in the number of farmers’ market since 2008 (USDA 2010). Still, as Patricia Allen
argues, “[v]ery little is said about social injustice issues, including the most obvious of
all, which is hunger in America” (Allen 2007: 19).
As Time reporter Bryan Walsh wrote, “the struggles of the environmental
movement have been eclipsed by “another movement […] aligning consumers,
producers, the media and even politicians. It's the food movement” (Walsh 2011). While
mainstream articles and op-ed pieces have written about a burgeoning food movement,
few academic articles—especially within the field of Social Movements or New Social
Movements literature—have focused on how food advocates both define themselves and
take on the characteristics of a social movement. If we are to characterize this recent shift
in food as a movement, it is important to understand how individuals see themselves and
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their work, in the context of movement literature. While it is evident that awareness
about nutrition, obesity, and healthy food are currently becoming more central in the
United States, the question remains; are we truly seeing a food social movement in the
United States?

Case Study
Since the late 1970s, Knoxville, Tennessee has been at the forefront of
strategizing to solve food-based social problems.

Although Knoxville, like many

southern cities, has struggled with issues of access to food, food insecurity, and increased
rates of obesity, the city is home to the one of first food system studies and the first food
policy council (FPC) in the United States. However, Knoxville remains an understudied
area within community food and welfare literature.
My thesis project is a case study of local food advocates in Knoxville. While there
is no agreed-upon definition within the food literature, I define local food advocates as
individuals who work on promoting local initiatives, policies, and programs for
addressing food-related issues (e.g. hunger, obesity, food production, food education, and
food insecurity) within city and county government, non-profit organizations, and
federally-supported community agriculture projects. This thesis examines how these
food advocates understand identity, coalition building, and resources through their work
and activism on food-related social problems. My research contributes to the fields of
Community Food Security and New Social Movements (NSM) by examining attitudes
toward hunger and strategies for reducing food-based social problems.

3
Research Questions
My research addresses three research questions: (1) how do local food advocates
construct meaning and identity around local food; (2) how important is coalition building
for local food advocates; and (3) how important is resource attainment for food advocates
and activists to achieve their goals and strategies?

Methods and Analysis
This thesis used a mixed-method approach for gathering and analyzing data. The
three methods employed in this study are in-depth interviews, archival and document
data, and historical analysis.
This thesis primarily uses in-depth interviews to explore how food advocates
understand identity, coalition building, and resource attainment. While qualitative
research has been criticized for being too anecdotal, researchers highlight the important
role that in-depth interviews can have in case studies (Yin 1994). For Ragin (1999), case
studies are often pursued because the “phenomena that researchers wish to study are too
complex, context-bound, or context-sensitive to be studied in any other way” (Ragin
1999: 1139).
While in-depth interviews are the primary method for analyzing my case study, I
used documentation and archival data to help clarify statements, especially those related
to the development of local food-related projects. The archival and documentation data
that I utilized for this study were newspaper articles, government documents, and food
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policy council yearly reports. These resources also helped me to understand the changing
role of food assistance and food-related groups in Knoxville and East Tennessee.

Interview Questions
My interview questions developed out of an understanding of New Social
Movement (NSM) literature. NSM theory is both lauded and criticized for its focus on
identity politics. I constructed a questionnaire of fourteen interview questions, and
grouped my interview questions into three subsections in order to answer my three
research questions. In developing interview questions, I wanted to encourage the
interviewees to reflect and focus on how their involvement in food projects has
influenced their ideas of identity and community cohesion. I was also interested in
probing interviewees to reflect on the process of working with other groups—coalition
building—and acquiring government grants and financial contributions—financial
attainment.
In order to reduce bias and provide consistency in my study, I rarely deviated
from the order and way in which I asked my research questions. Occasionally, I would
ask questions to further clarify an interviewee’s response. For example, if an interviewee
stated that they found “it a struggle to balance work commitment with eating healthy,” I
might probe the interviewee as to how that tension related back to their own
understanding of Americans’ struggles with eating healthy.
I conducted my interviews between December 15, 2011 and February 25, 2012.
The interviews varied in length from twenty minutes at the shortest to nearly an hour at
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the longest. The interviews were taped and transcribed.

In compliance with the

University of Tennessee’s Institutional Review Board (IRB), and out of respect for the
privacy of the food advocates, respondents’ names and identifiable attributes were
changed.

Sampling
I grounded my sample technique by initially contacting key informants and then,
through these key informants, using “snowball sampling” to develop a more extensive
network of interviewees (Babbie 2008; Bergon 2009). I also developed my contact list
by observing community garden forums and workshops in the spring of 2011, and by
researching membership in a variety of food-related programs and projects in Knoxville.
As a result, the interviewees were not only individuals who work professionally on foodrelated problems, but also volunteers. The sample size for methodology consisted of 16
respondents. Throughout this study, the interviewees will be referred to as “respondents”
followed by a randomly attributed number ranging from 1 to 16.
The characteristics of my sample ranged in sex, age, and profession. Overall, I
interviewed five males and eleven females in this study. The age of the respondents
ranged from twenty-five to over sixty-five. Almost all of the respondents had college
degrees and many of the respondents worked professional jobs in a variety of fields.
Over half of the respondents interviewed had served or are currently serving on the
Knoxville Food Policy Council.
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The respondents’ views of food as a social problem varied greatly. Respondents
described the social problem of food as related to issues of obesity; hunger; malnutrition;
lack of education over food; lack of connection between food producers and food
consumers; and poor or uninformed food choices.

Content Analysis
To analyze the respondents’ answers, I transcribed the interviews and then
identified salient themes that emerged out of the data.

In choosing these themes, I

looked at the repetition of phrases, terms, and ideas (Berg 2009).

Results
This section presents major findings of my work. Through analysis of the respondents’
answers, I constructed seven salient themes. The implication for these themes in
answering my three research questions will be discussed in Chapter V.

Overview
My thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter I introduces my research questions
and methods. Chapter II is a literature review of New Social Movements, with an
emphasis on how this field helps sociologists examine individuals’ understanding of
identity, coalition building, and resource attainment.
Chapter III presents the history and evolution of food-based welfare programs.
This history begins in the 1960s, with the creation of large federal programs aimed at
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solving issues of hunger, and includes the shifting definition of hunger over the last fifty
years. My review of food-based welfare programs also emphasizes the shift towards and
importance of local community food projects. Finally, Chapter III discusses the historical
importance of Knoxville in the community food discourse.
Chapter IV discusses the findings and themes of my study. The seven salient
themes found in my interview data are Personal and Community Engagement,
Conflicting Pressures, Building Networks, Balancing Tensions, Increasing Interest,
Finding Support, and Community Gardens.
Chapter V analyzes the data collected in my study through the lens of my three
research questions. In this chapter, I discuss the respondents’ answers as they relate to
issues of identity, coalition building, and resources attainment in addressing food-based
social problems. Finally, this chapter also reflects on recent trends in community food
literature and the need for better understanding of food-based social problem in the
United States.
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Chapter 2: NEW SOCIAL MOVEMENTS
New Social Movement (NSM) literature provides an important analytical
framework for understanding the connection between local food activism and social
movements. Additionally, ideas of identity construction, coalition building, and resource
attainment found in NSM literature provide useful parameters for analyzing how
respondents see both themselves and their work on food-related social problems.
The emergence of NSM scholarship during the late 1970s and early 1980s has
provided authors with an extensive and vigorously debated perspective for understanding
social movements (Edelman 2001; Klandermans and Oegema 1987; Hassanein, 2003;
Inglehart 1990; Johnston et al. 1994; Melluci 1980, 1994; Offe 1985; Touraine 1988).
Pirchardo (1997) describes the New Social Movement (NSM) paradigm as reflective of
macrohistoric relationships between social movements and economic and cultural shifts,
and microhistoric relationships of individual identity and its connection to these changing
systems. As opposed to Resource Mobilization (RM) and Political Opportunity (PO)
frameworks, scholars have attempted to use NSM as a means for pushing beyond what
they see as “centuries of sociological studies […] dominated by theories of ideology and
later by theories of organization and rationality” (Johnston et al. 1994: 3).
NSM theory is a departure from Melluci’s idea of exploiting the labor force, in
which forces of domination attempt to exert control over the construction and
maintenance of community, symbols, and interpersonal relationships (Melluci 1980).
NSMs reflect a shift from the “industrial” phase of capitalism into an “advanced” phase
where expressions of identity issues themselves can become part of a social movement’s
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goals. Unlike RM theory, which has been criticized for minimizing the importance of
ideology and culture, advocates of NSM theory describe social cleavages as increasingly
reflective of way-of-life struggles prevalent in post-industrial societies (Williams 1995,
Edelman 2001).
Touraine cited this shift from concrete and rational relationships characterized by
grievances found in “industrialized” economies to a “post-industrial” society as being
characteristic of NSMs reflecting “new ways of life” in society (Touraine 1977).

For

Touraine, and later developed by Eldelman, “new ways of life” is a concept defined by
grievances and social problems that are reflected in everyday struggles over values,
beliefs, and identities against perceived systems of oppression and domination (Eldelman
2001).
NSMs are characterized not only by the use of identity in movement formation,
but also by the unconventional ways that organizations attempt to implement tactics and
achieve movement goals (Mertig and Dunlap 1999). Johnston et al. (1994) see many
NSMs as responding to perceptions of “injustice” and using ideology, often through an
individual’s identity, values, and beliefs, as means of connecting individuals through
collective identity to the movements. Furthermore, Johnston et al. cite the “intensely
personal’ nature of many NSMs as being a means of connecting individuals to issues that
are often disconnected from their everyday life (e.g. climate change, saving endangered
species, or the industrialized food complex). Success for many NSMs is reflected in the
ability of the movement to reinforce identity and strengthen personal relationships
(Johnston et al. 1994).
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One challenge for the NSM framework is its ability to provide parameters for
what and how collective action and grievances are both understood and carried out by a
movement. Touraine, in particular, saw the changing role of protest within NSM as
reflecting a shift from the economic to the cultural realm (Buechler 1995). Melucci
challenged these concerns by arguing that NSMs were effectively responding to the new
forms of social control found in modern society. For Melucci, collective action became
a means for individuals to define their collective identities, and then, through that
collective identity, challenge emerging forms of power (Buechler 1995).

Polletta and

Jasper expanded upon this relationship between NSMs and political goals by arguing that
NSMs have “combined political goals with more culturally oriented efforts” (Polletta and
Jasper 2001: 287).
In developing a NSM framework, Touraine (1985) defined social movements as
being a reaction against institutions and power structures that controlled “the main
cultural patterns, which consist of representations of truth, production, and morality”
(Touraine 1985: 760). As a result, the function of NSMs are not only to respond to
collective actors’ perceived sense of grievances, but also enable “submerged networks” to
challenge “the apparatus that governs the production of information” through everyday
actions and collective identity (Melluci 1994: 102).
NSMs are characterized by their use of symbolic action and collective identity
over specific policy or political changes.

The expression of grievances and the

attainment of goals can best be understood through Kriesi’s three types of NSMs:
instrumental, subcultural, and countercultural.

Instrumental NSMs are identified
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frequently as environmental and peace movements, where the achievement of goals is
largely seen as the prevention or reduction of collective harms. Subcultural NSMs are
movements where part of the goal is to strengthen collective identity among movement
participants, such as in the gay rights or women’s rights movements. Lastly,
countercultural movements, like the alternative agriculture movement, are NSMs where
the goals of the movements are often in conflict or at odds with dominant cultural norms,
attitudes, or beliefs (Kriesi 1996). For Kriesi, along with many NSM scholars, the
unifying theme for constituting a new social movement is the way in which collective
identity, even more than the attainment of clearly defined goals, is integral to maintaining
collective action.
Consequently, I have structured my analysis around the ways in which food
advocates use collective identity, coalition building, and attainment of resources to
address social problems of hunger, obesity, food safety, and food insecurity in their local
community. In the following sections, I will explain how NSM literature addresses ideas
of identity, coalition building, and attainment of resources.

Identity and New Social Movements
When discussing issues of identity, the NSM perspective is seen as typifying how
identity connects individuals to the formation of and participation within a social
movement. Identity is seen as a means by which NSMs challenge dominant cultural
norms and seek to build relationships that extend beyond the achievement of concrete
goals (Bernstein 2002). For Melucci (1985) and Touraine (1981), issues of identity
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become increasingly central to “post industrial” movements, replacing the underlying
significance of class, religion, and family ties (Kriesi et al. 1995). Identity, often
characterized as “identity politics,” is seen as the means to address gaps found within the
RM and PO frameworks. Polletta and Jasper (2001) contend that understanding the role
of collective identity can enable NSM scholars to more clearly determine what motivates
strategic decisions within a social movement.
Polletta and Jasper define collective identity as “an individual's cognitive, moral,
and emotional connection with a broader community, category, practice, or institution”
(Polletta and Jasper 2001: 285). For Polletta and Jasper, the significance of collective
identities and their role in the formation of NSMs can be understood in four phases of
protest. First, the creation of collective claims is needed for NSMs to articulate the goals
of the movement. Second, recruitment and continued involvement in a NSM is facilitated
and maintained using collective identity. Social solidarity is used by NSMs to reinforce
the meaning and feeling of interconnectedness for participants in the movement. Third,
collective identity is both a strategy and tactic of protest. As an example of this third
phase, Polletta and Jasper point to how collective identity helped the anti-nuclear
movement Clamshell Alliance formulate their strategy of consensus-making and
nonviolent civil disobedience. Because the Clamshell Alliance identified themselves as
“opponents” to nuclear industry, their strategy of nonviolent civil disobedience was seen
as the best strategy for achieving their intended goals. On the other hand, collective
identity, while creating cohesion, can limit a movement’s ability to develop different
strategies when previous strategies are no longer productive. Fourth, strengthening of the
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group’s collective identity alone can be success for a NSM. For many NSMs, achieving
specific goals is often only one aspect of a movement’s goals. NSMs often survive not
by completing a calculated and systematic checklist of goals; instead, these NSMs
continue because the movement itself sustains and strengthens individuals’ sense of self,
collective belonging, and purpose (Polletta and Jaspser 2001).

Framing
Identity in NSMs can often be explained through the framing of a social problem
within a movement. The concept of framing, as developed by social movement scholars
(Gamson, 1995; Benford, 1997; Benford and Snow, 2000) has contributed greatly to
understanding identity construction. To make claims appear more reasonable, legitimate,
and appealing, and to increase their resonance with the public, the media, and decisionmakers, social movement activists typically try to frame their claims in ways that align
the claims with preexisting cultural values, beliefs, symbols and schema of interpretation.
By highlighting selected elements of a problem and providing a framework for thinking
about it, the target audience may react with increased concern about the problem.
As Cerulo argues, the use of frame alignment within NSMs is necessary for
helping to guide the appropriate level and types of responses for a movement (Cerulo
1997). Frame alignment is one means for participants within a movement to “align”
themselves with specific frames in order to achieve “a common definition for a social
problem and a common prescription for solving it” (Goodwin et al. 1997: 56). Snow and
Bedford define three successful frames for recruiting participants to a movement:
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diagnostic, prognostic, and motivation. Diagnostic frames occur when a movement
convinces participants that a problem needs to be addressed. Prognostic frames help to
outline appropriate strategies and tactics for addressing a social problem. Lastly,
motivation frames are how participants become involved and sustain their involvement
within a movement. Snow et al. argue that frame schemas are successful when the
frames already align with the values and beliefs of participants (Jasper 1997, Snow et al.
1986).

Knowledge Production
In addition to framing, knowledge production is integral to identity formation
within NSM literature. Eyerman (1991) defines knowledge as “world view assumptions,
the ideas about the world that are shared by participants in a social movements” and
“specific topics or issues that movements are created around” (Eyerman 1991: 3). NSMs
scholars see knowledge production as the means by which values, beliefs, and
experiences shape individuals’ understanding of the world (Casas-Cortes et al. 2008).
Casas-Cortes et al. also see the production of knowledge created within social
movements as embedded in and embodying the daily life of participants within a social
movement (Casas-Cortes et al. 2008). More specifically, Casas-Cortes et al. define
knowledge as being part of the day-to-day struggle; it is not separate or inconsequential
to the function of a movement’s goals, strategies, and outcomes. Lastly, knowledge
production includes the “literature,” “text,” and “material” produced by a movement, and
even includes the strategies and tactics of the movement itself (Casas-Cortes et al 2008).

15

Grievances
Finally, the role of identity within NSMs is linked to construction of grievances
around a social problem. Unlike older movements where collective action was seen as
being a direct response to economic or political stressors, NSMs are more focused on the
relationship between perceived grievances and collective identity. Grievances tend to be
linked to how a social problem is perceived as a threat to an individual’s sense of
collective identity (Johnston et al. 1994). As a result, reactions to these grievances within
some NSMs, such as LGBT and feminist rights groups (Johnston et al. 1994), are not
only oriented toward shifting policy change, but also provide the group an opportunity to
define itself within the context of dominant cultural norms (Johnston et al. 1994).
This understanding of grievances is not intended to limit how movements define
success, but rather to provide a clearer definition for how movements can sustain
themselves even when the measures for “success” remain unachieved or even unclearly
defined. In the case of ecology movements, for example, the goals of “solving” climate
change, acid rain, and pollution are not seen as being either the entire function or purpose
for that movement to exist. For members of those movements to maintain interest,
continue work, sign petitions, give donations, and call their elected officials, a function of
the movement must be related to the way in which personal interactions between
members provide a continued sense of collective identity while also reinforcing values
and beliefs for participants within that movement (Johnston et al. 1994).

As described

by Johnston et al., the achievement of “intensely personal orientations and the close
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melding of the group with everyday life […] provide the sustaining life blood of
cohesion” (Johnston et al 1993: 24).

Coalition Building and New Social Movements
For many NSMs the importance of coalition building is paramount to the success
of a movement. Flacks (1994) cites the failure of movements during the 1980s to the
inability of these movements to address the emergence of new kinds of social problems.
Looking at the New Left movements of the 1980s, for example, these movements
separately lacked the power to address increasingly more complex issues of economic
inequality. For Flacks, the success of NSMs is predicated on their ability to make
effective alliances with other movements. Alliance building, even among groups that
might have singular ideological goals on different issues, allows the groups to place more
pressure on social institutions and thus amass more substantial challenges to “the way
power is structured and authority is exercised (Flacks 1995: 345). For Hassanien (2003),
in the case of the alternative food movement, the ability to build coalitions enabled the
movement to create alliances among a vast network of different groups. Through the
process of building coalitions, a social movement is able to improve its likelihood of
success by increasing its involvement with a wider array of groups and combining
resources with other groups. In Hassanien’s analysis of the alternative agro-foods
movement’s campaign about pesticide awareness, the movement was seen as being more
successful when it was able to build a coalition among a variety of different
organizations. These organizations then brought different expertise and experience to the
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movement and, in doing so, enabled the movement to engage in a more comprehensive
and diverse strategy (Hassanien 2003).
Additionally, while NSMs rely on a wide network of organizations and groups to
achieve their intended goals, the necessity for public support is also seen as being critical
to the success of any social movement (Stern et al.1999). For example, public support
for a social movement can be reflected in the willingness of the majority in society to
change behaviors to align with the beliefs and the values of the minority group (Stern et
al. 1999).
Furthermore, building coalitions allows NSMs to gain a clearer understanding
about the goals of the movement and improve participation in the movement. For some
NSM scholars, the building of coalitions among movements not only strengthens
individual movements, but fosters individuals with a greater understanding of how the
collective sharing of ideas, views, and concerns works within a democracy (Hassanien
2003).
A discussion on coalition building warrants an understanding of the conditions
that lead to coalition formation.

For Jones et al. (2010), a lone Social Movement

Organization (SMO) is defined as a “lone group involved in a mobilization and by default
does both planning and mobilization tasks” (Jones et al. 2010: 209). The term alliance is
when multiple SMOs address and mobilize against a social problem. The conditions for
successful coalition building necessitate not only frame alignment and mobilization
among SMOs, but building alliances that are beneficial to all SMOs.

Jones et al.

conclude that three factors typically explain why SMOs do not form successful
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coalitions. First, a SMO may lack an extensive network and the resources to form
alliances with other SMOs.

Second, a SMO may have ideological differences that

prevent it from aligning with other SMOs. Lastly, some SMOs may be unwilling to share
credit or strategies with other SMOs out of concerns over competition for resources
(Jones et al. 2010).
Over the last decade, NSM theorists have more closely examined the localization
of coalition building. In Wekerle’s (2004) study of food justice issues in Toronto,
agencies, coalitions, and workgroups that can be seen on the surface as “decentralized,”
“fragmented,” and “chaotic” are actually reflective of the “dense, interlocking networks
of community agencies, advocacy groups […] policy innovations, education, and specific
projects” (Wekerle 2004: 381).
By expanding the definition of SMOs to include “networks” of different types of
agencies, organizations, and groups, NSM scholars can enhance their understanding of
the varying degrees of complexity, organization, strategy, and tactics found among
organizations at the local level. As Wekerle concludes, groups, like the ones that formed
in Toronto around food justice, must be understood in terms of their fluidity and
amorphous network characteristics. Werkle is acknowledging that these groups can
maintain the characteristics and organizational structure and tactics of a SMO, while, at
the same time can come together, disband, and reconfigure as emerging needs and social
problems arise (Wekerle 2004).
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Resource Attainment and New Social Movements
Cress and Snow define resources for SMOs as “material concessions” which
includes “money but most often […] less fungible resources such as office space and
supplies” (Cress and Snow 2000: 1067). For SMOs to be successful, human time and
money are widely seen as the most readily available resources (Edwards and McCarthy
2004). Resources can be divided into categories of financial resources, state and network
resources, and cultural resources. For many SMOs, the hardest part about resource
attainment is the unequal distribution of resources among group members and between
SMOs. In order for any SMO to maintain as a movement and deliver their message, a
certain degree of resource attainment is required.
Edwards and McCarty define state resources as grants, policies, and technical
assistance provided by the state (Edwards and McCarthy 2004). When discussing state
resources, the distribution of these resources by the state can be understood in three ways.
First, state resources, can be directly provided to SMOs that meet criteria and guidelines,
often outlined by the state. Second, specific kinds of tax-emption statuses, for example
501(c)(3) non-profits, allow SMOs more flexibility with fundraising. Lastly, political
actors and the state can afford SMOs a certain degree of influence within the political
decision-making process. As Edwards and McCarthy highlight with local women’s rights
SMOs, this relationship with the state can sometimes be problematic. For some women’s
groups, the increased reliance on political resources, often in the form of grants, forced
many groups to shift their mission and ideology from a more feminist stance to being a
less overtly politicized women’s health organization (Edwards and McCarthy 2004).
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While NSM literature focuses on state and financial resources, many NSM
scholars contend that cultural resources are equally as vital to movement formation and
success.

Williams (1995) defines cultural resources as the “the symbolic tools that

movements wield in their efforts at social change, be they formal ideologies or symbolicexpressive action” (Williams 1995: 127). Cultural resources provide movements with
parameters, often ethical or ideological, within which the movement must operate.
Furthermore, a movement’s use of cultural resources, as in the case of symbols, must
have public meaning for their use to be successful (Williams 1995).
In sum, NSM literature provides a framework for understand how issues of
identity, coalition building, and the use of different kinds of resources are beneficial to
the formation of new kinds of social movements. In the following chapter, I explore how
historical changes in food-based welfare led to the development of local food activism,
food programs, food projects, and policies.
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Chapter 3: FOOD AND SOCIAL WELFARE IN THE UNITED STATES
In this chapter, I will explore the political, theoretical, and local history of food
and social welfare programs. First, Part I of this chapter will examine the changing role
of food welfare programs as they moved from the large, top-down federal programs of
the Johnson Administration into more locally-oriented partnerships between individuals,
non-profits, faith-based organizations, and municipal governments. Next, Part II of this
chapter will discuss the theoretical landscape of food-based welfare, and specifically how
the political history of food-based welfare gave rise to the Community Food Security
framework. Finally, Part II of this chapter will discuss the local landscape—the history of
food movements in Knoxville and East Tennessee. As this chapter will demonstrate,
historical shifts in food-based welfare programs have changed the relationship of
communities and individuals working to solve issues of hunger and food insecurity.

Part I: The Political Landscape—The 1960s to Today
1960 – 1970s: Food Stamps and the War on Poverty
The history of welfare, as it relates to food insecurity, requires a comprehensive
understanding of the different policies and departments that have worked to establish our
current welfare system. The shifting of policies, programs, and funds into different
governmental departments complicates this discussion about past and current food-based
welfare legislation. For example, the Healthy Food Financing Initiative is a joint, multiyear initiative between the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA), the
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Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) and the Department of the Treasury.
While most food-based welfare policies are funded and housed within the USDA,
additional contributions to food-based welfare policies often come from the HHS, the
Treasury, and the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) (FRAC 2010).
When discussing food-based welfare, it is also important to understand how the
development of these programs and policies changed during periods of economic
downturns, political shifts, and anti-hunger activism. Often, policies are developed
through a series of pilot programs and funded through a number of different departments.
As a result, tracing the political reasons for implementing, funding, and reducing foodbased welfare policies can be a difficult endeavor. For example, the USDA cut funding
for its community garden project in 1991. Yet, this project was not eliminated for
political reasons, but because its previous legislative sponsorship was no longer interested
in spearheading the project (Lawson 2005).
Although food-based welfare policies existed during the 1930s, these policies
were largely focused on subsidizing the agricultural sectors and less about addressing the
systemic issue of hunger in America (Lipsky and Thibodeau 1990). Contemporary food
assistance programs emerged out of the Keynesian policies of the Kennedy and Johnson
Administrations. More specifically, the history of food-based welfare can be traced to the
Johnson Administration’s “Great Society” initiative of the 1960s. As Galbraith (2007)
writes, “[g]reat Society programmes [sic] as social security, Medicare, and support for
housing, education and the credit markets, transformed household consumption and
converted the U.S. into a Keynesian locomotive” (Galbraith 2007:1).

The Johnson
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Administration’s “Great Society” agenda was spurred largely by external pressures from
civil rights leaders, mayors, and labor unions. The mission of the Great Society was to
build up the safety net measures established during the New Deal and to create additional
measures that would address poverty, hunger, housing, and urban infrastructure (Stricker
2007). Newly created measures under the Great Society included the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children-Unemployment Act of 1961 (AFDC) and the Manpower
Development and Training Act of 1962 (MDT).
Michael Harrington’s 1961 book “The Other America” illustrated the reality and
depth of poverty in America to mainstream America and its policymakers. Harrington, a
member of the United States Socialist Party, argued that poor Americans were locked
into a self-reinforcing cultural and psychological cycle of poverty. If poverty was to be
eliminated, Harrington stressed that job creation could help to offset the culture of
poverty (Stricker 2007). In the aftermath of President Kennedy’s assassination in 1963,
the Johnson Administration moved forward almost immediately with its “War on
Poverty” initiatives. The Johnson Administration viewed the decrease in poverty from
thirty percent in 1940 to fifteen percent by 1960 as evidence that the federal government
could effectively address poverty (Peterson 1991).
Following Johnson’s famous State of the Union Address, the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 established the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO), which
was directed by President Kennedy’s brother-in-law and founder of the Peace Corps, R.
Sargent Shriver. Instead of merely improving upon past programs, the OEO began
creating an expansive series of new anti-poverty initiatives (Brauer 1982). The OEO
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built upon the AFDC and MDT underpinning that structural problems perpetuate
unemployment, housing, and hunger. Therefore, the OEO was adamant that large,
overarching legislation was needed to solve the root causes of poverty. As then vicepresident Hubert H. Humphrey wrote, “Social Security, unemployment compensation,
public assistance, old age and medical benefits, while necessary, do not eliminate the root
causes of poverty” (Humphrey 1966: 10).
The Community Action Program (CAP) was central to OEO’s strategy for
addressing the root causes of poverty. The CAP “received the greatest attention and
became almost synonymous with the War on Poverty” (Andrews 2001: 79). The two
major initiatives of CAP were to provide federal dollars to low-income communities and
to improve the federal government’s ability to provide social services to impoverished
populations. To achieve the former goal, Community Action Agencies were established
in low-income areas as a means of overseeing and distributing of federal funds. In CAP’s
first year, over $500 million in education and jobs training was coordinated through the
program (Flanagan 2001).
Alongside CAP, the OEO saw the need for creating comprehensive food basedwelfare legislation, as hunger was seen as a dominant national problem. Beginning in
1961, the USDA oversaw the inception of eight pilot food stamp programs. As Devault
and Pitts argue, food stamps legislation was created as “a juxtaposition of two very
different social problems—agriculture over-production and urban hunger” (Devault and
Pitts 1984: 546). While the programs did little to change the problem of crop surplus, the
programs were regarded as effective in improving nutritional intake for low-income
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individuals. The success of these pilot programs led to the passage of the Food Stamps
Act (FSA) of 1964. However, one problem with the FSA was the ability for states and
counties to opt out of the program. As Devault and Pitts posited, “it could almost be said
that in some parts of the South, these features of the program created, rather than solved,
the social problem of hunger” (Devault and Pitts 1984:548). The 1967 Congressional tour
of the Mississippi Delta arguably marked a turning point in food-based welfare. The
extreme conditions of poverty and malnourishment witnessed during those tours garnered
national attention, and helped to illustrate the shortcomings of the food welfare programs.
Then, in early 1969, the release of a national nutritional survey by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare helped to promote the agenda of hunger advocates.
During his testimony to the Senate, Dr. Arnold Schaefer of the Public Health Service
shocked members of Congress with the findings that an alarming rate of
undernourishment diseases existed in the United States (Bigarts 1969). Yet, liberal
congressmen became increasingly frustrated with the limitations of working with the
USDA, and so they created the Senate Select Committee on Hunger and Nutrition. The
Committee was governed by South Dakota Senator George McGovern, who was already
known for being the first director of Kennedy’s Food for Peace Program.

The

Committee, in an attempt to quantify the severity of hunger, declared, “there could be as
many as 14.4 million hungry people living in the United States” (Eisinger 1996: 219).
Even as Nixon was inaugurated in the winter of 1969, hunger and, more
generally, welfare reform remained central political and national issues. In what can now
be seen as a decisive change in welfare strategy, Nixon ordered the closure of OEO and
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dozens of Job Corps Centers (Stricker 2007). These attempts to rein in inflation and
spending proved to be unsuccessful in preventing the recession of 1972-1974 (Bensman
and Viddich). As an oil crisis pushed the US economy deeper into a recession, the Nixon
Administration attempted to moderate the welfare spending of the Johnson
Administration without seeming callous to the sensitive issues of poverty, homelessness,
and hunger.
Under the guidance of Daniel Patrick Moynihan, Nixon’s appointed Counselor to
the President for Urban Affairs, Nixon decided to use Family Assistance Planning (FAP)
legislation as a means to promote less bureaucratic and more conservative welfare
policies (Stricker 2007). The proposed FAP legislation was a measure based in Milton
Friedman’s Negative Income Tax to prevent any family with children from falling into
extreme poverty. Under FAP, the federal government would promise a family of four up
to $1600 a year in federal assistance. Even though the Nixon Administration framed this
legislation as a “hand up” not a “hand out” to low-income families, the Senate Finance
Committee voted against the policy 10 to 6. Even after the defeat of FAP, the Nixon
Administration was persistent about food-based welfare reform (Friedman 1962 Sticker
2007).
Beyond federal food-based welfare programs, ideological shifts in environmental
attitudes, the plight of inner-city neighborhoods, and concerns over local food systems
prompted communities to engage in alternative food welfare strategies. The 1972-1974
global food crisis, stemming from the oil crisis, drew the attention of policymakers,
researchers, and city officials to the precarious reality of the global food supplies
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(Paarlberg 1980). While no single event can be attributed to the to the food crisis of the
early 1970s, it was precipitated largely by the rising cost of fuel and poor harvests that
diminished global crop reserves (Freidmann 1993).
Consequently, community gardens flourished in many metropolises, as the
economic stagflation of 1970s forced many cities to cut back on municipal services
(Lawson 2005). For example, in 1975, New York City faced bankruptcy under Mayor
Abraham Beame (Shefter 1980), and in the wake of sharp reductions in public services
and high foreclosure rates, community members began converting their abandoned lots
into gardens (Lawson 2005). The role of community gardens has often extended beyond
only food growth, providing communities with feelings of cohesion and agency over their
neighborhoods. During the 1970s, in addition to the rise in community gardens, concerns
arose over food security and the protection of local food systems (Schmelzkopf 2004).
The World Food Conference in 1974 helped to highlight the disparity between total food
supply and individuals’ access to food (Anderson and Cook 1998). The 1970s alternative
food movements were precursors to later food-based welfare reforms. Improving access
to food eventually shifted away from short-term solutions to malnutrition and into
understanding the structural problems of food scarcity and the lack of access to healthy,
nutritional food (Anderson and Cook 1998).
Toward the end of the 1970s, one of the most significant changes in food-based
welfare came out of the Carter Administration’s passage of amendments to the Food
Stamp Act. One of the main implications of Carter’s Food Stamp Act was the expansion
of coverage to more individuals and the reduction of the purchasing requirements. Since
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the FSP’s inception in 1964, distribution of food stamps was hotly contested. Until 1977,
food stamp participants were required to purchase the stamps outright, and the food aid,
or what was called the bonus, was the value at which the cost of food exceeded the actual
cost of the stamp (Matt and Cook 1993).

The 1980s: The Reagan Revolution and the Emergence of Food Programs
The two most significant changes to food-based welfare during the 1980s were
the decrease in food-based welfare spending, primarily during the Reagan administration,
and the rapid increase in “emergency food programs.” The 1980s witnessed a shift as
food advocates began redefining hunger as a community’s lack of access to secure
food—not just a physiological state of malnutrition. As hunger rates increased during the
1980s, a report by the General Accounting Office stated, “food assistance needs were
greater than ever” (Brown and Allen 1988: 505). In response to this report, the Reagan
administration issued a Task Force on Food Assistance. From the beginning, the Task
Force was considered highly politically biased and fraught with internal protest by its
members. While the Task Force concluded that hunger was serious problem in America,
it argued that inconclusive data and differing definitions of hunger made the extent of the
problem difficult to ascertain (Brown and Allen 1988). One of the most controversial
positions put forth by the Task Force was that hunger “was not a widespread national
health problem” (Daponte 2006: 688).
The Reagan Revolution of the early 1980s ushered in a new era of privatization
and drastic reductions in domestic spending, especially toward welfare programs. By the
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beginning of the 1980s, the food stamps program had grown into a $9 billion operation,
even though the 1977 food stamp reform had eliminated assistance to more than half a
million people (Senauer and Young1982). During Reagan’s first year in office, his
administration announced $3.6 billion in cuts to the USDA food and nutritional programs
and $1.5 billion in cuts to the Child Nutritional Program. Due to high unemployment
rates from the 1981 recession, though, Congress authorized $1.3 billion in food stamp
spending for the 1982 fiscal year (Senauer and Young 1982).
Beginning in the fall of 1982, the United States was in the midst of prolonged
recession. Even as Reagan proclaimed it was “morning in America,” the nation was
seeing the emergence of a “new poor” as vanishing industrial-sector jobs pushed
members of the middle-class into poverty. During this same period, from 1982 to 1985,
that Congress greatly reduced food-based welfare spending.

In February 1982, the

Reagan Administration called for a $2.8 billion cut in the Food Stamp Program. While
many of the Reagan Administration’s more drastic cuts were not approved by Congress,
the 1982 Food Stamp Act Amendment passed, resulting in a readjustment of how benefits
were formulated and a significant reduction in FSP benefits for post-secondary school
students (Cohen 1986). After adjusting for inflation, Congress reduced welfare benefits
over a five year period by $7 billion in the FSP, $5.3 billion for child nutrition, and $4.8
billion in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program—a total of $17.1 in cuts.
The national school lunch program saw the largest dollar reduction, as the Administration
felt that the program subsidized the meals of non-poor students (Eisinger 1996).
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This reduction of government food services prompted an increase in charitable,
“emergency food organizations.” To alleviate the strain from food-based welfare cuts,
charity and volunteer organizations began expanding the number of soup kitchens, food
banks, and emergency food services across the country (Allen 1999). For Poppendieck,
the rapid growth in emergency food programs during the 1980s illustrated the difference
between the emerging private, non-profit, and religious food charity organizations and
“the food assistance policies and politics of the previous two decades” (10).

The

proliferation of food banks, soup kitchens, and food pantries was indicative of a hardright political shift away from the top-down, federal food programs of the 1960s and
1970s (Poppendieck 1998).
In New York City alone, emergency food programs increased exponentially from
thirty emergency food providers before 1980 to nearly 750 by the middle of the 1980s
(Poppendieck 1995). In Poppendieck’s seminal work on emergency food programs, she
posits the need to “reevaluate our headlong plunge into emergency food programs, to take
a closer look at how all this good will and effort affects the fabric of social life in our
society” (Poppendieck 1998: 18). This criticism voiced by Poppendieck, and many other
hunger and food insecurity scholars, is a reflection of how “emergency”—a seemingly
temporary event—became a substitute for policymakers attempting to “solve” issues of
hunger and food insecurity in America.
The increase in food banks, an umbrella term to describe any centralized location
that collects food, was also aided by legislation that led to the creation of The Emergency
Food Assistance Program (TEFAP). While most food banks relied on private donations,
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TEFAP provided food banks with an additional supply of government-donated food. As a
result, farmers and food pantries benefited from the 2.1 billion pounds of surplus food
delivered to food pantries nationwide (Daponte 2006). In her critique of the privatization
of food assistance, Curtis contends that “[e]mergency feeding organizations are, however,
ultimately limited by the depth of the hunger problem, their reliance on volunteers, and
the availability of government and food industry surpluses” (Curtis 1997: 210). Curtis’
position is echoed by many activists and scholars in the anti-hunger and food insecurity
community who view the decline of food assistance programs during the 1980s as a
failure to address systemic realities behind hunger and food insecurity in America (Curtis
1997).
The 1990s-2000s: Food Justice, Community Food Security, and the “Food
Movement”
At the ushering of a new decade, a record high of 27.6 million people were
receiving food stamps (Poppendieck 1997).

Beyond the high rate of food stamp

recipients, food welfare and food activism in the early 1990s was also influenced by a
prominent study by the Federation of America, in which the theoretical framework of
food security was defined as an individual’s access to adequate, safe and nutritional foods
(Anderson and Cook 1999). In 1991, renewed concern over food insecurity and hunger
in America led a group of anti-hunger advocates to issue the Medford Declaration to End
Hunger in the US. The two main tenets of the Medford Declaration were an elimination
of hunger in America and, more broadly, the elimination of the structural, economic, and
social roots of hunger (Poppendieck 1997). Shortly thereafter, the GOP released its own
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document, the “Contract with America” agenda, which made political promises regarding
welfare if the Republican party gained a majority in the House of Representatives. This
contract was part of a larger GOP movement known as the GOP Revolution of 1994
(Eisinger 2008).
Although the Clinton Administration was far less antagonistic than the Reagan
Administration to the concerns of the poor, the Clinton Administration believed that
work-training programs could help alleviate poverty. In response to the GOP Revolution
of the 1994, the Clinton Administration was forced to scale back its more ambitious
healthcare and welfare agendas. In 1996, due to the passage of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), welfare was
renamed Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).

While seemingly

comprehensive in scope and scale, TANF was mostly known for limiting the length of
time families could receive federal income and shifting block grants and welfare
programs into the states’ control. And so, during the 2000s, poverty rates steadily
increased while the number of families receiving TANF decreased by 500,000 (Stricker
2007).

A Retrospective Summary and Food Welfare Today
Nixon’s statement during the regulatory reforms of the 1970s—“we are all
Keynesians now”—provides an important historical point of reference for understanding
welfare policies thirty years later.

In retrospect, the environmental, welfare, and

economic policies of the 1970s came to be eclipsed by neoliberal economic principles
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and the deregulatory, anti-government ideologies of the Reagan Revolution. As David
Harvey wrote, “the capitalist world stumbled toward neoliberalism […] both [President]
Clinton and [British Prime Minister Tony] Blair could easily have reversed Nixon’s
earlier statement and simply said ‘[w]e are all neoliberals now’” (Harvey 2005: 13). As
food-based welfare programs shifted away from federally-mandated programs to state
and county controlled ones, an understanding of how hunger and food insecurity has been
socially defined and, the subsequent response by local actors, provides a theoretical
framework for analyzing contemporary food-based welfare programs.
President Obama’s 2011 budget proposal renewed an emphasis on food-based
welfare, as evidenced by the increased funding to the Supplemental Nutritional
Assistance Program (SNAP), alternative food system projects, and childhood nutritional
programs. Obama’s proposed budget for 2010 provided $10 billion over ten years for
childhood nutritional reauthorization, increased SNAP by $7.9 billion, provided $400
million dollars for a multi-agency initiative to develop grocery stores in urban areas and
food deserts, and lastly granted $1 million for School Community Garden Pilot Projects
(FRAC 2010).

Part II: The Theoretical Landscape—Community Food Security
Graham Riches, arguably one of the most significant figures in the emerging
“new” conversation on hunger during the 1990s, wrote, “[i]f the problem of hunger in
wealthy and technologically advanced countries is to be eliminated, it must first be
recognized that hunger is essentially a political question […] a fundamental issue of
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human rights and distributive justice” (Riches 1997: 174). Though criticized for
depoliticizing the problem of hunger, the term food insecurity provided researchers with
a definition that not only captures issues of malnutrition, but also the way in political and
socio-economic factors relate to under-nutrition and food scarcity (Campbell 1998). As
Eisinger argues, “the notion of food security has allowed the hunger policy community to
cast the net beyond physiological boundaries” (Eisinger 1998: 17). Furthermore, issues
of food hunger and insecurity have continued to be serious issues. In 2005 alone, over 25
million Americans received food from a food pantry at least once during that year
(Daponte 2006).
From the debates on hunger and food insecurity during the 1990s, and in part due
to the shift away from emergency food solutions, Community Food Security (CFS)
emerged as a comprehensive theoretical framework for understanding local food-actors,
food insecurity, food-based welfare programs, and the relationships between them.
Gottlieb and Fisher (1996) define community food security as “"all persons obtaining, at
all times, a culturally acceptable, nutritionally adequate diet through local, nonemergency sources" (Gottlieb and Fisher 1996: 24). Drawing from food system studies of
the 1980s (Dahlberg 1993), the widespread emergence of food emergency programs, and
the usage of food insecurities to define hunger, CFS theory attempts to reconnect and
understand the relationship between food production, food access, and food consumption.
As Allen (2007) writes, “what makes community food security so compelling is that it is
an integrated approach that focuses […] on a broad range of food-system issues,
including farmland loss, agriculture based pollution, urban and rural community
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development, and transportation” (Allen 2007: 21). CFS extends beyond previous models
of hunger that focused almost exclusively on situating hunger as being a temporary
condition of malnourishment; instead, CFS acknowledges larger structures of power and
inequality.
Unlike federal food-based welfare policies or emergency food service, CFS
emphasizes the importance of establishing non-emergency based and production-oriented
food programs. The breakdown of the local agricultural sector and the push towards a
transnational food system has made food systems susceptible to food-borne illness and
scarcity concerns. At the center of the CFS framework is a growing awareness that
addressing food insecurities requires a multilayered and multidirectional approach. For
Patricia Allen (1999), the CFS perspective is “an integrative approach that combines
community food planning, direct marketing, community gardening and urban food
production [with] community and economic development” (Allen 1999: 120). CFS, while
developed out of international development literature, has helped to provide domestic
food activists and scholars with a conceptual framework for understanding the full
complexity of food inequality and food relationships (Allen 1999).
After the food welfare budget cuts of the 1980s and with the rapid growth of
emergency food programs, the conversation about food security shifted from federal or
individual problems and became about community concerns. Food activists and scholars
quickly recognized that overtaxed emergency programs were not designed to handle
systemic problems of hungry and food insecurity in communities. As a result, CFS
activists lobbied for the proposed 1996 Community Food Security Empowerment Act
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(CFSE) that would help provide local communities with federal grants to improve issues
of hunger, food access, and food insecurity in their communities (Allen 1999). The
efforts successfully culminated in the allocation by the USDA of 16 million dollars in
community food project funds (Pelletier et al. 1999).
One food welfare legislative advocacy group, the Community Food Security
Coalition (CFSC), has identified six basic principles of Community Food Security that
address the “many of the ills affecting our society and environment due to an
unsustainable and unjust food system” (CFSC 2012). The first principle focuses on the
food needs for low-income communities. The second principle acknowledges the need
for broad goals to address the relationships between poverty, urban sprawl,
environmental degradation, loss of rural communities, and their cumulative effect on
food systems and community development. The third principle encourages farmers’
markets, gardens, and community-based food processing ventures to help build up and
maintain a community’s food needs and resources. The fourth principle calls for the
development of projects that promotes food self-empowerment and the ability for
individuals to access nutritional and healthy food. The fifth principle promotes projects
that renew and promote local agriculture initiatives. And lastly, the sixth principle
advances interdisciplinary projects that work with different agencies and agendas.
Underlying the six principles developed by the Community Food Security
Coalition is an emphasis on the localization of food, a driving concept that differentiates
the CFS perspectives from other hunger and food security frameworks. As Allen writes,
“[l]ocalism is a form of resistance […] providing a defensive position against
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homogenizing effects of globalization” (Allen 1999: 119).

For many of CFS scholars,

the CFS framework is focused on situating food security in a larger narrative about the
importance of community self-empowerment and self-determination (Allen 1999). In
order to reweave the current food web, the strategies adopted by the CFSC are centered
on developing alternative community based food strategies, seen in the development of
community gardens, and the adoption of sustainable food policies by city officials.
Nevertheless, the CFS perspective acknowledges the need for community and network
building, not only at the local and state levels, but also in national food-based welfare
legislation. In taking a comprehensive approach to understanding the problems of food
insecurity, the centerpiece of the CFS framework is its ability to break down barriers of
class and race, and open up avenues of dialogue around the basic idea of protecting and
reestablishing local, community-based food safety nets (Allen 1997).
While scholars have primarily described the CFS as a framework or a theoretical
perspective, a recent body of literature describes CFS as a social movement. To support
this position, these scholars cite the successful passage of the CFSE and how food
activists have successfully worked to promote ideas of food justice, alternative
agriculture, and environmental justice through local food projects (Pelletier et al 1999).
In terms of a social movement, CFS is largely seen as a counter-movement to global
hegemony and corporate control. Many food activists perceive the re-localization of
food—accomplished through community gardens, farm-to-table initiatives, and farmers’
markets—as forms of resistance. In addition to localizing food, CFS movements have
fostered a relationship between consumer resistance and food. For scholars, these
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practices of consumer resistance, while often decentralized, are new challenges to the
industrialized food model (Allen et al 2003).
Recently, the CFS framework has faced criticism both as a theoretical perspective
and social movement.

For Anderson and Cook (1999), CFS suffers from “loose

definitions and absence of a theoretical structure” (Anderson and Cook 1999: 142).
Specifically, for Anderson and Cook, CFS fails to clearly define “community.” While
CFS implies that “community” refers, in part, to the re-localization of food, Anderson
and Cook contend that the vagueness of the term “community” allows the word to mean
“quite different things in different contexts” (Anderson and Cook 1999: 146). CFS has
also been criticized for its overt “whiteness” and myopic inclusion and analysis of class
and race (Guthman 2008).
Part III: The Local Landscape--Food and Social Welfare
in East Tennessee and Knoxville
Since this thesis and case study explore the development of current, local food
projects in Knoxville and East Tennessee, it is also important to consider the local history
of food-based welfare and movements in this region. A number of the activists that I
interviewed are or were active in community organizations that developed during the
1970s, and so my historical analysis of Knoxville begins during that decade.
During the late 1970s and early 1980s, Tennessee’s food system was suffering
due to disappearing farmland, suburban development, and the decline of grocery stores in
many urban areas (Male 1984). This decline in grocery stores drove up food and
transportation costs for many urban residents in Tennessee. These findings were
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developed in Male’s 1984 study, “The Tennessee Food System: Planning for
Regeneration.” Male’s study, funded by the Cornucopia project, developed four strategies
for improving Tennessee’s food system. While the first three strategies focused on
improving food production and farm protection in Tennessee, the fourth strategy
highlighted the importance of increasing consumer education and awareness about the
Tennessee food system. As Male notes, “increased consumer awareness and action may
be the single most effective force in changing the direction of Tennessee’s food system”
(Male 1984: 28).
While the national conversation on food, food systems, and hunger during this
period was shifting, communities like Knoxville were also beginning to explore the
importance of fostering partnerships between citizens, non-profits, and government to
properly address the complexity of local food problems (Haughton 1987). Like much of
the country at this time, East Tennessee and Knoxville were reeling from the effects of
the reduction in large-scale federal food assistance programs and suburban flight coupled
with urban decay.
In 1977, Dr. Robert Wilson and a group of graduate students at the University of
Tennessee in Knoxville examined these realities and their implications in a seminal food
systems study. As reported by Wilson and his graduate students (Blakey et al. 1982),
Knoxville had a high number of inner-city poor and elderly residents who had
increasingly less access to nutritional beneficial foods. Furthermore, the study indicated
that little oversight, either by non-profits or state agencies, was in place to monitor and
report problems of access to healthy and nutritional foods (Haughton 1987, Blakey et al
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1982). The Wilson study recommended numerous policies to address future food
challenges in Knoxville and Knox County. The study’s recommendations included
creating a Food Policy Council (FPC), responding to the loss of grocery stores in urban
neighborhoods, acknowledging the need for a local community-city partnership to
address food access and production, and proposing legislation, such as the 1977
Tennessee Community Garden Act that permitted urban gardening on publicly vacated
lands (Blakey et al. 1977).

The Knoxville Food Policy Council
The Wilson study prompted the formation of the Knoxville Food Policy Council
(KFPC) in 1982 (Haughton 1987). It is important to note that Knoxville is widely
considered the first FPC in the country and it has served as the model for other food
policy councils both nationally and globally (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999).

The

initial focus of the KFPC was identifying and developing a blueprint that would focus on
the goals of improving the quality of nutritious food, increasing access to nutritious food,
and encouraging citizens to consume nutritious food (Haughton 1987). In a 1987 article
on the development and impact of the KFPC, Haughton cites that food policies must be
both comprehensive and reflective of “each point of the food system” (Haughton 1987:
182). When exploring the historical shift of food-related programs and projects away
from large government programs, the role of FPCs can be seen as precursor to the ideas
of localization and community involvement that are integral to the Community Food
Security and Food Justice perspectives.
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Figure 1.1 below shows the number of food policy councils—active and
defunct—in the United States. As the Figure indicates, Knoxville is one of the few active
FPCs in the Southeast.
Figure 1.1 – Food Policy Council in the United States

Source: Harper et al 2009, Pp. 26.

FPCs exist typically outside of the government structure and instead function in
an advisory role to local government officials.

FPCs are typically composed of

community members of a diverse background. While participation varies among different
FPCs, Pothukuchi and Kaufman write that FPCs are usually comprised of
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“representatives of different segments of the food system community, e.g., members of
farming, hunger prevention, retail food, nutritional education, and sustainable agriculture
organizations” (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999: 219). Researchers conclude that a FPC is
strongest when its membership is comprised of individuals involved with everything
from the food production to food consumption (Haughton). For Pothukuchi and
Kaufman, the primary goals of most FPCs are “akin to the nascent community food
security movement (Pothukuchi and Kaufman 1999: 219).
While Knoxville was the first FPC, a variety of FPCs were established during the
early 1990s. Along with Knoxville, early FPCs in Toronto and Hartford were formed
under local government ordinances. Through interviews with FPC members, Schiff
(2008) found that a majority of interviewees view recognition from a government
ordinance as a fundamental component to the creation of a FPC. The importance of
governmental and citizen partnership can be found in the KFPC’s first annual report. In
this report, the KFPC highlights the important relationship that it formed with the City’s
Housing and Urban Affairs Department (CHUAD) because CHUAD could provide
special attention to food stores in inner-city Knoxville. The KFPC concluded their
inaugural report by stating the Council would be concentrating on inner city food
problems in the upcoming year, and would work with an advisory group to understand
the impact of food on Knoxville’s economy and business climate (Knoxville Food Policy
Council 1984).
In its next published report, the KFPC (1986) reported that its most significant
challenges were continued food store closures within the inner-city, reduction in federal
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and state resources for food-oriented services, and increased need for emergency food
assistance (Knoxville Food Policy Council 1987). While specific goals were absent from
the first KFPC report, the second KFPC report highlighted five goals: (1) ensure adequate
and nutritious food for all citizens; (2) strengthen the economic vitality of the private
food industry, (3) improve the quality of food available to all citizens; (4) encourage
citizens to consume nutritious food; and (5) reduce activities that waste food (Knoxville
Food Policy Council 1987).
In the discussion of its first goal of ensuring adequate and nutritious food, the
KFPC not only mentions poverty as a barrier for healthy eating, but also advocates for the
maintenance of the food stamp program through federal legislation. Here, the previously
mentioned effects of federal budget cuts during the 1980s are directly reflected in a local
organization’s discussion about the need for continued work on “emergency food”
programs (Knoxville Food Policy Council 1987).
The last available KFPC annual report is from the 1990-1991 fiscal year. Nine
years into the formation of the KFPC, the Council acknowledges that policy and planning
around access to nutritious food “is an area that all too few of us realize is a critical issue
to many of our fellow citizens” (Knoxville Food Policy Council 1991: I). While the goals
of the food policy remained the same, the KFPC, in 1991, made more direct mention of
the need to move “toward a hunger-free Knoxville/Knox County.” In addressing this
goal, the KFPC noted that “emergency food systems [are] an important contribution to
the quality of the community” (Knoxville FPC 1991: 2).

The Knoxville FPC also

acknowledges the positive role that emergency food providers play in addressing the
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needs of the community and fostering a connection between different emergency food
networks (Knoxville FPC 1991).
While KFPC records are not available after 1991, archival research of local
periodicals shows that it remained active throughout the 1990s and 2000s. In 1994, Betsy
Haughton, the Chairwoman for the KFPC, commented on the growing reality of food
disparity and its effect on workplace and school productivity (Tinsley 1994). In 2000, the
KFPC held a conference to explore the growing rate of hunger and reliance on food
pantries in Knoxville (Satterfield 2000). In 2002, the Knoxville Food Policy Council was
expanded to the Knoxville-Knox County FPC. The Knoxville-Knox County FPC is made
up of 11 volunteer members. Of these 11 members, the city’s mayor appoints five and the
Knox County chief executive appoints six (Community Food Security Coalition n.d).
Under its current bylaws, the Council is obligated to monitor and evaluate
Knoxville’s food system, identify food related problems, and act as forum for discussing
efforts to improve Knoxville’s food system. Additionally, the Knoxville-Knox County
FPC is mandated to communicate its assessment of local food issues to the Mayor, City
Council, and County Commission. Underscoring this partnership between the Council
and local government, the City of Knoxville recently released a sixty-four page work plan
on energy and sustainability. Urban agriculture within the City of Knoxville is mentioned
several times in the work plan.

First, the work plan highlighted the passage of a 2011

ordinance permitting hens in the city limits. Second, the work plan discussed the City
Law Department’s planned development of a community garden ordinance and licensing
program. While the ordinance still needs the approval of the Knoxville City Council, the
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City Law Department intends to permit the use of community gardens on publicly vacant
land. Lastly, the work plan discusses the need to establish a group of stakeholders to
participate in and facilitate community gardens within the city. These stakeholders
would not only provide educational training and information, but also provide the city
with an inventory of active and inactive community gardens (Knoxville Sustainability
and Energy Work Plan 2011).

Other Food-Based Organizations in Knoxville
Beyond the Knoxville Food Policy Council, several other Knoxville organizations
and initiatives are working to address and solve food insecurity.
The Community Action Coalition Beardsley Farm Community Garden was
founded in 1996 on the former home of the Beardsley Junior High School. To convert the
school into a community garden, Beardsley Farm received funds from the City of
Knoxville and the CAC received a matching grant from USDA. The farm is run by a
small paid staff, who help maintain the farm, along with AmeriCorps members and
volunteers from the community. The goals of Beardsley Farm are to serve as a
demonstration organic garden, provide local community members with locally grown,
nutritious food, and provide nutrition education to children through elementary schools
and after-school programs (Beardsley Farm 2011). In 2007, Beardsley Farm was growing
and donating over 3,000 pounds of fresh fruits and vegetables. Currently, Beardsley Farm
includes over seven acres, with two of those acres dedicated to raised vegetable beds and
chicken coops (Beardsley Farm 2011).
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Knox County’s Healthy Kids, Healthy Communities is a part of a national grant
program through the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. The primary goal of the grant is
to address the “root causes of childhood obesity by changing policies, norms, practices,
social supports and the physical environment to support healthier communities for
children and families across the United States” (Nielson 2010). The $360,000
competitive grant (Kennedy 2010) was obtained by the Knox County Health Department
through a partnership with nutrition, physical activity, and public health experts at the
University of Tennessee, the Knox County Schools Coordinated Health Program, and the
Knoxville Regional Transportation Planning Organization. To achieve its goals, the
project aims to provide children with healthy food options, to work with restaurants and
food stores to provide nutritional food, and to expand safe routes to schools. As Stephanie
Welch, the project director and member of the Knoxville-Knox County FPC, states,
“[w]e’re hoping to make a difference by pushing that obesity curve down over the next
five years” (Healthy Kids, Healthy Community n.d).
Food in the Fort distributes groceries to underprivileged and homeless
Knoxvillians and provides individuals with $75.00 in food aid twice a month. Food in
the Fort is currently working with Beardsley Farm to produce its own food. Beyond
providing citizens with access to food, Food in the Fort hopes to “mentor [its] neighbors
towards leadership of their own solutions and provid[e] them with tools to address the
disparities within our food systems and within society at large” (Food in the Fort n.d).
In sum, the changes in food-based welfare programs can be understood as macrohistorical shifts in the role of the government in addressing social problems. As a result of
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cuts toward food-based welfare programs during the 1980s, the role of food emergency
programs—along with individuals, faith-based groups, and non-profits—became more
prevalent in addressing issues of hunger and food insecurity. Over the last two decades,
concerns over hunger have largely shifted toward local models that focus on policies and
projects that attempt to address root causes of hunger and food insecurity.

48
Chapter 4: RESULTS
This chapter presents the findings of my case study, and specifically discusses the
seven salient themes that emerged from my interviews. These themes are Personal
Engagement with Community; Conflicting Pressures; Building Networks; Balancing
Tensions; Increasing Interest; Finding Support; and Community Gardens.

Theme 1: Personal Engagement with Community
One of the most salient themes found in my research was how food provides a
means for connecting my respondents to the Knoxville community. Among all sixteen
respondents, their attitudes toward food reflected how they viewed their identity and
sense of personal engagement with the Knoxville community. Five of the sixteen
respondents highlighted that their engagement in thinking about the importance of food
began during college or graduate school.
For the majority of respondents, their concerns over food issues focused on
problems of “obesity” and “low-income” individuals’ access to healthy food.
Respondents found that food issues and concerns require the promotion of “accessibility
to healthy food […] particularly for low-income neighborhoods” (R8), which, in return,
made respondents “feel more connected to the community because [they] are actually
engaging in something that is part of the community” (R13).
When discussing a sense of meaning as it relates to food, keywords used by many
respondents focused around the positive sense of “community,” “personal health,” and
“self-reliance” brought about by their work on issues of hunger and food inequality. A
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majority of the respondents found that working on food problems not only connected
them to the Knoxville community, but also made them feel as if they were forming
meaningful relationships and engaging in important work. Examples of this can be found
in the following three responses.
It’s introduced me to people […] I wouldn’t have met otherwise,
and hearing their perceptions on how difficult it is to garden […]
exposed me to a wide variety of people I don’t think that I would
meet otherwise (R8).
I started really kind of developing a sense for how important it is to
open doors of access to better food rather than canned and boxed
goods […] so that we could try and weave that fabric for them […]
where they’re actually looking to access healthy, local produce that
typically only […] the privileged can afford or have access to or
even think of (R2).
R2 found their connection to food as a key factor in their connection to the city:
I definitely feel like if it weren’t for the work that I’m doing I would
not be here in Knoxville. It really has given me a sense of place and
belonging to a community […] I don’t know how else I would meet
people and I feel very involved in people’s lives and livelihood […]
I feel very much a part of Knoxville.
The emphasis on “meaningful relationships” is articulated in R6’s response:
Every time that I work on a food issue whether it is trying to further
community gardens […] I am immediately connected with a person
rather than an institution or business. The fact is that when you deal
in whole foods and when you work with good food […] good food
cannot be brought about by machines […] it must be brought about
by the soil and hands and family. You just can’t make good food
easy and you can’t make good food using an industrial model. So
every time I participate in anything having to do with good food I’m
immediately connected to food and the person connected to that
food.
Beyond community, R3 felt that food connected them to their family and heritage:
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It is such a part of our history or heritage and you hate to see it go by
the wayside […] I think our history is so wrapped up in food and
farming (R3).
Feeling the connection between food and family is also reflected in an
answer from R6:
Being a parent and being a father makes you put a lot of things into
perspective. What kind of world do I want my child to grow up in?
I want my child to grow up healthy. Knowing where food comes
from. Being a self-reliant person. Being a person that can kind of
see the way the natural world works and hopefully manipulate it in
such a way that makes her happy and makes the world a better
place, and so, really having a close connection to food seems to be a
very important priority for my wife and I (R6).
For R4, their engagement in community food issues also made them feel “good”
and “healthy” about their own relationship towards food:
It makes me feel good when I eat well. I just love food. It is
something that is very important to me (R4).
Similar values on food can also be found in R11’s response:
I am very privileged and I have the opportunity to shop at places
where food is really expensive and it is made with […] either
processed with a lot of thought going into it, good ingredients and
healthy work places for people […] to me it’s a priority.
Theme 2: Conflicting Pressures
For the overwhelming majority of the respondents, the importance of food in their
daily lives and their involvement in addressing food-related social problems often
conflicted with work constraints, time constraints, and outside pressures. A common
theme among my interviews was having “a busy life” (R11). Other responses also
centered on the need to prioritize food in the daily life. As R9 described, “if I don’t plan,
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then I am more likely to eat stuff that doesn’t make me feel good.” Additionally, one
respondent simply acknowledged that their inability to eat healthy at times was cost
related.
As an example of the difficulty in balancing these tensions while maintain healthy
eating habits, R2 said:
You’re just really busy […] I’m too tired to cook for myself when I
get home. So that’s a challenge (R2).
This same sentiment can be found in R13’s response:
“I think it is pretty important […] of course our schedules don’t
always link up with that […] we are practical too, so everything isn’t
perfect in our pantry (R13).
While some respondents struggled with their own ability to balance work
commitments with their interest in food, other respondents emphasized the need to be
seen as positive examples to the community in their consumption and engagement with
food. This theme is illustrated in R15’s narrative below:
So that’s been a real learning process for me as well. To know how
important it is to eat well. Especially if you are going to be an
advocate for this…this has been part of a learning process for me.
So it is not important in the sense that I don’t have access. I’m one
of the privileged who has access to pretty much what we want to eat.
So what I’ve had to do is develop a desire […] to not only eating
well […] but pursuing and trying to pursue the locally grown
foods.”
Lastly, one respondent emphasized feelings of disappointment in their inability to
always make the “right” or “healthy” food choice. For this respondent, they wished that
everything they ate was “local or regional whole food that I or my family or someone I
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knew prepared for myself […] it is very important to me as a value, but pragmatically I
tend to eat what I can get when I can get it” (R2).

Theme 3: Building Networks
Among all sixteen of my respondents, the importance of building networks with
different organizations and groups was a consistent theme. For R11, whose view was
shared by many of the respondents, “whenever there is an issue […] it is always
important to align.”

Many respondents see network building as fundamental to

addressing the complexity of food problems in Knoxville. This theme is illustrated in R6
and R7’s narratives below:
Issues of local food […] are intrinsically linked with a web of
individuals that care about food. There’s nothing isolating about
good food (R6).
I definitely think that it is important for local groups to partner with
one another, sharing resources, sharing tools (R7).
For R13, their involvement in working on food problems in Knoxville would not
have possible without the involvement of different groups and organization, as explained
below:
I would not have achieved anything […] if wasn’t for cooperation
with other groups […] I just worked with so many people…in terms
of funding, manpower, and spreading awareness. I certainly think
there are strengths in numbers.
Themes of “togetherness” and “building relationships” can also be found in R1’s
response:
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Food issues are not just sort of static data issues, they are relational
issues. So when people come together and they talk to one another,
they start to discover opportunities for improving the food chain and
the food system.
For many of the respondents, the idea of building networks around food was also
a process that required them to think about food problems in new, more nuanced ways.
R16 reflected on the multitude of factors that go into food problems and solutions:
Connecting food and health and economic opportunity I think that is
pretty important, and that could come from the education system,
the political system, at home (R16).
Additionally, R1 found the convergence of different ideas as being necessary for
addressing the wide variety of food problems:
Maybe in the last five years, it seems to be a convergence of those
people who are concerned about obesity and then those people who
are concerned about sustainability and because the whole sort of
building up neighborhoods and sustainability […] food it just seems
to be one of those kinds of elements that go along with all of that.
Furthermore, a majority of respondents found the building of networks as
beneficial not only to addressing food issues, but also helping to increase their own
understanding of problems and the solutions.

This idea is illustrated in the narrative

below:
I’ve been interested in food for a long time […] and then the eating
of it […] and through working on food issues, I became aware of
more issues (R6).
When discussing how groups formed around the issue of food, a number of
respondents highlighted the importance of having a local food policy council.
Respondents described the importance of the food policy council in the following ways:
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I just don’t think that any one group can do it all, certainly not well.
I think that’s one thing that has been good about the food policy
council. It brings people from different sectors and puts them
together with a likeminded interest of food (R9).
I have learned a lot through the food policy council […] I get to
interact with people who are dealing with food issues in my town
(R11).
I think Knoxville should be proud they were the first city in the
nation to start a food policy council and some of the first work that
was done was looking at transportation routes on the bus line (R12).
Even though the majority of respondents described the work of the food policy
council as being favorable for encouraging partnerships in the city, several respondents
were critical of what they perceived as the narrow interests of the food policy council.
This theme is emphasized in the narrative below:
I think sometimes the food policy council is inclined to be […] too
focused on a specific issue like urban farming or organic farming
that most groups don’t want to be bothered with […] it’s really hard
to get other groups […] be receptive (R10).
Lastly, a number of respondents emphasized the difficulty that went into both
building and maintaining coalitions. For a number of respondents, the concerns over
building networks related to the idea that “people don’t have a lot of time” (R5) and “it
takes a really long time to build good working relationships” (R11). R12 stressed that,
“time to dedicate to something out of your regular work duties […] that’s a big challenge.
When you don’t have paid staff […] it’s a challenge.” R2 expanded upon this problem
between needing to work with various groups and the effort that goes into establishing
those relationships in the following response:
I think that the more you can work together, the stronger you all are
going to be. Everybody bring their own resources to the table and
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sometimes it’s labor, or expertise. I don’t feel like that we work with
other groups as much as we should and […] sometimes it becomes
difficult to work together.

Theme 4: Balancing Tensions
The salient theme of balancing tensions was prevalent in the answers of ten of the
sixteen respondents.

For these respondents, tension largely manifested itself when the

desire to work with different groups could be hampered by different agendas, personality,
and ideologies. When discussing feelings of tension, respondents used phrases and
languages like, “time”, “dedication”, and having “trouble getting over […] ideologies.”
For the majority of respondents, the tensions became a problem when it prevented groups
from working with each other or it hindered individuals’ learning and listening to one
another. For R2, tension revolved around the difficulty between managing individual ego
and the willingness to overcome personal issues in favor of addressing larger food
problems. The narrative below highlights this theme:
Ego, unfortunately, when you are working pretty bare bones all the
time, it’s kind of hard to let go of some things […] it’s hard to let go
of some idea or project that maybe, even if you are not going to be
able to do it well, you’re not going to be wanting to give it to
somebody else […] it can sort of get in the way of partnerships (R2).
Similarly, a number of respondents felt that the lack of financial support often
exacerbated tensions among individuals trying to work on a variety of different food
issues. As R3 describes, problems tended to emerge out of “territorialism […] worrying
about the dollar. Who’s going to get it. Worrying about who’s going to get the credit.”
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Along these same lines, both respondents R11 and R4 describe feelings of
competition over one’s “turf” or limited “resources” as being problematic for
encouraging cooperation among individuals and groups:
Turf issues are a problem […] people have a real problem trying to
work together because of territory […] the way that people get really
territorial [….] people don’t want to share credit. They want to take
credit (R11).
It’s not that people don’t get along […] but I think that we all have
our little areas where we work on and we find it challenging to give
up our piece of turf […] we are putting human resources into efforts
that are really similar…but that’s a hard thing to do in this kind of
culture (R4).

Theme 5: Increasing Interest
The fifth salient theme centers on respondents’ strategies for increasing interest in
food problems in Knoxville. The overwhelming majority of respondents found Knoxville
to be positive area to work on food problems. Feelings of “self-reliance” and “being an
agricultural state,” were seen as dominant characteristics that fostered this sentiment
among respondents. A number of respondents also emphasized that they thought food
issues had become more important in Knoxville over the last decade. As R15 described,
“one of the things I really appreciate about Knoxville is it seems like there is push in
Knoxville to raise awareness of these issues.”
In discussing the need for increasing interest around food issues, four respondents
stressed the increased need for education, both among individuals in need of food
assistance and food advocates. This theme is illustrated in the following narratives below:

57
People who are typically low-income have less access to good food
and part of that might be education based (R11).
I think that people just don’t realize that their food is grown near
them. They just don’t know even where their food is coming from
(R13).
While the majority of respondents felt that a greater emphasis on education was
needed to increase the understanding of food issues in Knoxville, R14 contested this
point by stating:
Healthy eating is expensive. For people who only have a choice
between getting a lot of super unhealthy food and just a little bit of
healthy food they’re going to make the decision to feed their family
[…] I personally don’t feel that it’s education […] I think the
majority of people know how to eat healthy (R14).
Along with education, respondents view local government as an important tool for
increasing the interest and awareness about food problems in Knoxville. For many of
these respondents, they believe the role of the local government should be to remove
regulation so that a more diverse range of food projects could emerge. R4 and R7
emphasize this point in the following passages:
I don’t know if they need to play the largest role […] the impact of
policy and administration decisions should include consideration of
food issues. So if there are zoning or development issues or
economic development issues that are being decided either by
elected or appointment officials in our local government, I think that
food should be considered […] and it’s not right now (R4).
Food matters […] and what you eat matters […] and city
government could be a great first step to helping making food
accessibility available to everyone, especially those in poverty (R7).
Lastly, the majority of respondents felt the most effective way to increase interest
in food projects was to develop strategies that go beyond “Band-Aid solutions” and get at
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the systemic causes behind food problems in Knoxville. This approach was voices in
R1’s response:
A lot of food policy activists think they’ve done their job if they go
and hand someone a pamphlet. How to convince people that this
matters to them is the real challenge (R1).
In reflecting on effective strategies, many respondents felt that the most
successful food projects focused on local initiatives. Throughout these interviews
respondents emphasized the importance of “acting local” or “engaging in local
communities” as fundamental to increasing interest in and awareness of food problems
and solutions. As R2 describes:
A lot of times, I feel like the most effective projects are really small
and don’t get a lot of attention. Which maybe seems
counterintuitive…but working on a community level or a small
neighborhood level can be really effective because you’re working
directly with people […] you’re working directly with the people
that need it (R2).
The need to move beyond old strategies when addressing new and emerging food
issues is reflected in R15’s opinion that food justice is fundamentally about “creating
space within this economic system […] for these guys to have the space that we in the
mainstream have.”

Theme 6: Finding Support
The sixth theme focuses on how respondents obtain resources, and was discussed
at some point in nearly all of the interviews. For many of the respondents, the difficulty
in finding resources is the major obstacle for addressing and carrying out food projects
and policies. Many respondents found the need for increasing “financial support,”
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“access to land,” and “changing regulations” as imperative for properly addressing food
problems.

These concerns are articulated in R2’s response that, “money is always

helpful, although I do think there is money available that is not spent as wisely.”
Furthermore, while many respondents discussed the need for grants in funding
and supporting food project, almost none of the sixteen respondents knew where to find
these grants or felt that lacked the time or support to apply for them. The narrative below
is a typical response:
I think they’re out there, but I think the problem is having staff to
take the time to do the research […] I mean grants take work and
finding the time and the resources to make that application is the
problem, I think. But then it gets back to volunteer bases and
finding the time for someone to research and help make that
application (R12).
For many respondents, one area of support focused on influencing the local
government to provide more sustained support to food projects and reduce prohibitive
regulations. This strategy can be found in the following narratives:
I think another thing the government could do […] is just provide
more jobs. I think there are a lot of people who are unemployed
right now who could do a lot of work with food (R7).
Food matters […] and what you eat matters […] and city
government would be a great first step to helping making food
accessibility available to everyone, especially those in poverty (R7).
While the majority of respondents felt that the local government needed
to play an increased role in supporting food projects, other respondents were
wary that more government involvement would actually lead to increased
regulation and oversight.

R9’s response below is typical of this sentiment

echoed by a number of respondents:
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I think that the government needs to play a smarter role maybe not a
larger role […] in how they deal with doling out food monies.
Maybe it needs to [give] assistance to people to […] encourage them
to shop and plan for more healthy nourishing nutritious meals.
Because I think in the long run that’s going to serve people more.

Theme 7: Community Gardens
Lastly, the salient theme of community gardens was found in fifteen of the sixteen
responses. Overwhelmingly, respondents perceived community gardens as the most vital
component in promoting food health, increasing community engagement with food, and
addressing food issues in Knoxville. While a few respondents discussed the need for
more food education training and improving food deserts in low-income area, the most
discernible goal for many of the respondents was creating and promoting community
gardens. As articulated in the following narratives, the respondents in this study almost
uniformly agreed on the importance of community gardens:
I have always been aware of community gardens…the great thing
about a community garden is that it is a kind of civic pride project
that gets people talking […] even though the food piece is really
important when people come together around collectively doing
something growing something that takes time and a lot of repetition
people get to know each other. So the secondary impact of a
community garden really ends up being the primary impact is that
people really get to know each. They develop this mutual concern.
They build networks. They understand one another. They know each
other. So it’s a powerful tool. So I think community gardens are
important for that reason (R1).
Community gardens […] is a significant issue and I think that it is in
some way addressing the availability of food issue (R8).
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It seems like it should be really easy […] community gardens. Let
neighborhood groups […] take a vacant lot and turn it into a
community garden (R11).
Create incentives for people to engage in community gardens […] I
can’t think of anything else really right off hand (R15).
The majority of respondents were concerned about the local government
continuing to enforce regulations that make it more difficult for communities to create
and maintain community gardens. Both R7 and R12’s responses reflect this opinion:
“There are over 30 community gardens in Knoxville. I think that’s a
great thing. I think it could be strengthened still […] I think there
could be more. I think the city could make it easier to start one.
Making it easier to get the land. More tools for neighborhoods to
start it […] and incentives for neighborhoods to start this and for
even faith-based groups to get on board with it too (R7).
Having local ordinances that are more supportive of produce and
allowing sale of produce in community gardens. Modifying existing
regulations would be good (R12).
In sum, this chapter describes the seven most salient themes found in my
interviews. Out of these themes, I have been able to formulate a clearer understanding of
the relationship between local food advocates and issues of identity, coalition building,
and attainment of resources. In the final chapter, I will discuss these themes in the context
of my three research questions.
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Chapter 5: DISCUSSION & CONCLUSION
This chapter explores how the results of my study can answer my three research
questions.

While previous studies have contemplated food activism as a social

movement (Allen 2004, 1994; Gottlieb 2001; Hassanein 2003), these studies mostly
focused on changes in anti-hunger lobbying and food policies. Currently, few studies
(Marby 2011) have interviewed local food advocates to understand how they see their
own sense of identity and search for coalitions and resources as linked to their food
activism. Overall, my research posits that local food advocates in Knoxville, Tennessee
take on the characteristics of a New Social Movement (NSM), and, furthermore, that
NSM theory provides scholars with an important framework for understanding local
activism. Additionally, my research revealed that the role of community gardens was
unique because it threaded together local food advocates’ sense of identity, collaboration
among different groups, and securing various resources.

Local Food Advocates and Identity
Research Question 1: How do local food advocates construct meaning and identity
around local food?
In answering my first research question, I found that identity was a significant
factor in how respondents saw their own relationship to food and, consequently, how that
relationship motivated their involvement in food issues. For many of the respondents,
they defined food issues as centering around any kind of worked that helped to ameliorate
issues of hungry, obesity, and food insecurity in Knoxville. While levels of involvement
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and commitment varied among respondents, the majority of respondents felt that working
on food issues was an important factor in both identity construction and feeling
connected to their local community.
Many of the respondents described their connection to food as intrinsically linked
to feeling connected to their community and this connection reinforced their commitment
to working on food issues in Knoxville. As highlighted in Chapter IV’s discussion on
Theme 1—Personal Identity, the majority of respondents in this study constructed their
own self-identity around food and working on food issues. As is characteristic of the
NSM framework, identities within movements tend to focus on “cultural and symbolic
issues that are associated with sentiments of belonging to differentiated social groups
where members can feel powerful” (Johnston et al. 1994: 10). The importance of feeling
connected through identity is reflected in one respondent’s statement that, “it makes me
feel good when I eat well. I just love food. It is something that is very important to me
[…] It makes me feel very connected.”
Additionally, the majority of respondents saw their own identities reinforced in
the way they framed food as a social problem. For many of these respondents, their
commitment to working on food issues was a linked to their concerns about the effect
that poverty has on problems of “obesity,” “access to fresh fruits and vegetables,” and
“people living in food desert areas.” Framing, within NSM theory, not only links
individuals with one another, but also reinforces how a movement’s actions and
relationships are organized (Hunt et al. 1994). The majority of respondents in this study
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were cognizant that one means for addressing food issues is increased awareness of lowincome people’s struggle to access to healthy and nutritional food.
Throughout this study, respondents situated their own connection to food as a
local issue that requires local solutions. Most of the local food advocates were either
wary or fundamentally opposed to the increased involvement of federal policies or
outside groups. As one respondent asserted, “one of the things I really appreciate about
Knoxville is it seems like there is a push to raise awareness of these issues.” For the
majority of respondents, their connection to food and food advocacy reinforced their
connection to and sense of pride in Knoxville. One respondent cited that they would not
have felt like they were a part of Knoxville without working on food issues. Though, as
shown in Theme 2—Conflicting Pressures, some of the respondents felt that pressures of
work and time constraints inhibited their ability to work on food issues. Thus, my
research suggests that many local food activists’ sense of identity—as it relates to
framing, place, and values—is strongly aligned with how they understand and address
food issues and food problems.

Local Food Advocates and Building Coalitions
Research Question 2: How important is coalition building for local food advocates?
In answering my second research question, the data in my case study highlighted
that local food advocates in Knoxville were keenly aware of the need for fostering strong
relationships with other groups. In fact, almost all of the local food advocates I
interviewed saw the need for strong coalition building as paramount to addressing food
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issues in Knoxville. This sentiment emerged as Themes 3 & 4—Building Networks and
Balancing Tensions.
Specifically, Theme 3—Building Networks—elucidated how local food advocates
saw the value of working with other groups. Many of these advocates cited that working
with other groups not only expanded the level of influence for solving food issues, but
also enabled them to think about the issues more complexly. As one respondent
explained, “people coming together and learning from each other’s point of view about
food issues.”
When discussing coalition building, it is important to understand that coalition
building is often times movement building. As Diani et al (2010) describe, the work that
goes into fostering coalition building is essential for creating the conditions to form
movements out of collective action. The building of coalitions, often via alliances that
have wide, vested interests in working on social problems, is an integral component to
many NSMs (Flacks 1995). The food advocates interviewed in my study described that
much of their work would be hampered or less effective if they did not work with a
variety of groups. While few respondents identified specific groups, many respondents
discussed how important it was to get local leaders, community groups, non-profits, and
churches to collaborate. In discussing the importance of working with different groups,
one respondent stressed that cooperation often brought different people together “learning
from each other’s point of view about food issues.”
For the majority of local food advocates, the Knoxville FPC (KFPC) was seen as
a beneficial resource for building solidarity among different groups. While a number of
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the respondents in my study had served on the KFPC, the majority of respondents—
regardless of being an active or former FPC member—felt that the KFPC is invaluable in
connecting groups to one another. When discussing the KFPC, many of the local food
advocates highlighted its history of being one of the first FPCs in the country.
Additionally, the majority of the respondents felt that the KFPC helped to promote
awareness of food problems, and provided a space for diverse people to work together.
As one local food advocate told me, “I think that’s one thing that has been good about the
food policy council. It brings people from different sectors and puts them together with a
likeminded interest of food.”
Still, a number of respondents articulated that the KFPC, at times, promoted
values that were less focused on the needs of the Knoxville community and instead were
more reflective of the individual interests of the FPC members. For example, one food
advocate that I interviewed felt that the FPC overemphasized “urban farming,” and the
advocate thought, “most [other] groups don’t want to be bothered with […] it’s really
hard to get other groups to be receptive to [urban farming].”
However, network building is often complicated by tension. Group tensions often
arise within movements with less organization, where idea-sharing and even the format
of meetings are seen as more “decentralized” and less “linear” (Gusfield 1994).

As

shown in Theme 4—Balancing Tensions, the local food advocates I interviewed often
mentioned that dealing with territorialism was the hardest part about working and
networking with other groups. More than one respondent described that people could be
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overprotective of their “turf” and concerned about “sharing credit” because it could lead
to future competition over limited resources.
Overall, though, respondents indicated that building networks is critical in
addressing food issues within Knoxville.

For many of the local food advocates, their

understanding of how networks were built and maintained was more “fluid” than
“linear.”

The trajectory of linear social movements often focuses on actions that are

goal-focused, with a concrete end in mind. Fluid social movements, on the other hand,
usually revolve around a variety of tactics; therefore it can be difficult to discern and
understand the movement’s goals and strategies. For NSM scholars, understanding fluid
movements is important because it demonstrates that there are movements where a
centralized organizational base is often non-existent (Gusfield 199).
Wekerle’s case study (2004) in Toronto suggested that seemingly decentralized
networks are actually comprised of a multitude of different advocates, agencies, and
groups all focused on exploring a myriad of strategies for addressing food justice issues.
My research underscores Werkles’s findings; the respondents in my study saw the
importance of building networks as not only bringing together different voices, but also
employing a variety of strategies and tactics for addressing food issues. Many
respondents discussed the need for working within schools and homeless shelters,
educating people on healthy eating, changing local policies to encourage community
gardens, promoting anti-obesity efforts, and encouraging people to engage in sustainable
food practices. As one respondent emphasized when discussing the importance of
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working with other groups, “issues of local food […] are intrinsically linked with a web
of individuals that care about food. There’s nothing isolating about good food.”

Local Food Advocates and Attaining Resources
Research Question 3: How important is resource attainment for food advocates and
activists to achieve their goals and strategies?
In answering my third research question, the responses in my case study were
mixed, at best. Themes 5 & 6—Increasing Interest and Finding Support—revealed that
many local food advocates struggled over how to achieve these goals. For the most part,
though, local food advocates felt that the best way to attain resources was by increasing
the interest of local food within in the community and finding resources in a broad range
of areas. For improving food-related problems locally, the respondents felt it was vital to
educate people on healthy eating, connect around food with low-income individuals, and
change policies. While many respondents championed changing policies to promote
healthy eating Knoxville, they were largely unsure of how to bring about those changes.
Additionally, the respondents did not agree on the role of local government in
addressing food issues. While many respondents supported the KFPC, they felt that
government leaders did not always value the concerns and needs of Council.

As one

food advocate put it, “when was the last time there was a conversation about food at City
Council […] when was the last time food had any kind of traction.”
Furthermore, while many of the local food advocates knew that increased funding
was important, they also realized this would demand time, a resource not readily
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available to many of the advocates. Many of the respondents felt that both the KFPC and
other organizations would be more effective if they had paid staff. Surprisingly, when
discussing financial resources, very few respondents even mentioned grants, let alone
where they would find these grants. This finding differs from previous community food
studies (Vallianatos et al. 2004), where finding grants was central to a movement’s sense
of success.
As it relates to NSM framework, this case study revealed that while respondents
were aware of the need for increased resources, efforts in this direction were hindered by
tensions over local government involvement and little awareness of how to find
resources. In many ways, the difficultly over finding resources can be attributed to
overtaxed activists feeling “volunteer fatigue.” As Gongaware (2012) suggests, many
activists suffer from feelings of overwork and projects cease to exist without their
involvement. Similarly, within my case study, the majority of respondents felt that either
having more money or paid staff members would make it easier for them to address food
problems.

Community Gardens
Lastly, this conclusion merits a discussion about the overwhelming—and
unexpected—emphasis among respondents about the importance and need for
community gardens. The American Community Garden Association defines community
gardens as being “any piece of land gardened by a group of people” (American
Community Garden Association N.d.). While there are an estimated 6,000 community
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gardens in the United State, 30% of which started after 1991, (Kearney 2009), I was still
surprised by the importance that the respondents placed on community gardens as means
of building network and fostering an interest in healthy, nutritional food.
When I asked which food projects respondents found important for addressing
food issues, almost all discussed Theme 7—Community Garden—and the meaning and
significance of community gardens appeared throughout my interviews. For respondents,
community gardens functioned as a source of pride, connected them to their community,
and reinforced the importance of food in their daily life.

For other respondents,

community gardens were seen as a point of entry for fostering and encouraging networks
among different individuals and groups. As one food advocate put it, “community
gardens really develop relationships and networks.” Additionally, a majority of food
advocates viewed community gardens as a way to increase interest in healthy foods
within their community, but also as a resource that needed the support of the local
government. When discussing community gardens, respondents placed value on
community gardens because they provide communities with “civic pride” and are a tool
for “educating people.”
One of the largest sources of frustration for respondents was feeling that local
ordinances were prohibitive to community gardens, primarily in the form of zoning,
ordinances, and policies that made forming community gardens difficult. Respondents’
proposals for an appropriate, effective community garden ordinance would release
property owners of liability for establishing community gardens and would change
zoning to allow for the construction of tool sheds and water hookups.
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In looking at the role of community gardens from a NSM framework, the
connection to gardens that the respondents expressed relates to the symbolic meaning
they assigned to them. The actions and goals of many NSMs can appear less structured
and more fluid in levels of involvement, interest, and organization. However, the
symbolic significance of a visible and physical symbol, like a community garden, might
provide more meaning to the movement than sitting in meetings, searching for grants, or
lobbying to change ordinances. As one local food advocate put it, “the great thing about
a community garden is that it is a kind of civic pride project that gets people talking […]
They develop this mutual concern. They build networks. They understand one another.
They know each other. So, it’s a powerful tool [and] I think community gardens are
important for that reason. ”
Conclusion
In conclusion, this thesis explores local food activism in Knoxville, Tennessee
from a NSM perspective. To return to a question I posited at the beginning of this thesis,
are we truly seeing a food social movement in the United States? I still feel that more
research is needed to fully answer this question. While the respondents in this case study
certainly took on many of dominant characteristics found in NSM literature, whether we
are witnessing the emergence of nascent food movement remains a vexing question.
The use of NSM theory in this study proved to be invaluable for understanding
and analyzing how respondents develop their personal identity with food and how that
identity informs their work on improving food conditions throughout Knoxville. The
food movement may not always ascribe to the historical characteristics of social
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movements—structured, engaged, and goal-oriented. Yet, is important to remember that
conversations about food at public meetings, community gardens being established at
community centers, and the acceptance of food stamps at the local farmer’s market; these
are all invaluable tactics and strategies for addressing food issues.

In many ways, the

strategies and tactics of the local food advocates in this study are reflective of
Lichterman’s (1999) description of movements where, instead of engaging in direct
action, “[a]ctivists draw up position statements, argue about public issues, and
occasionally argue about what they should be discussing” (Lichterman 1999: 403).
While future research is still needed to answer the question of whether a food
movement exists in the United States, I feel that this study does reveal the characteristics
of an emerging social movement. Unlike many global food movements, many of the
food movements in the United States are generally not tied in with anti-globalization
movements. While some of the respondents in this study were concerned about the role
of the federal government in dictating policies and regulations, the majority of
respondents saw activism as being more aligned with ideas of identity construction and
coalition building found in NSM literature.
Still, the future of the food movement, both in Knoxville and nationally, faces
many challenges. While many of the respondents felt deeply connected to issues of food,
lack of resources, time constraints, tension among different groups and, even, the absence
of discernible goals raise new questions about the vitality of a vibrant and strong food
movement in the United States. In building upon my study, the role, function, and
meaning of community gardens offers new avenues for research. From a policy and
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activism standpoint, it seems that local food advocates would benefit from establishing a
non-profit, such as a Knoxville Community Garden Coalition. The Knoxville Community
Garden Coalition (KCGC) could collaborate with the KFPC and use its non-profit status
to fundraise, seek grants, and create paid staff positions.

In addition, the KCGC could

also act as an umbrella organization where local food advocates and activists interested in
issues of food health, food sustainability, and local farming could collaborate.
In looking at the future of local food movements from a policy perspective, it
because apparent that the success of food policies requires three key factors. First, there
needs to be the continuation and strengthening of partnerships between local food
advocates, the local governments, faith groups, and non-profits. As many local food
advocates described, the need for building lasting coalitions is important, not only for the
development of a vital and lasting movement, but also to allow for a myriad of strategies
and tactics for addressing the complex problem surrounding hunger and food access in
the United States.
Second, as I previously mentioned with community gardens, there needs to be a
continued effort in developing lasting organizations and institutions that can provide the
resources to fundraise and seek grants, and allow provide a physical structure for local
food advocates. As a number of the respondents described, some of the difficulty with
working on food problems is that the project becomes dependent on a core group of
people.

As advocates move away or time constraints become too much for some

advocates, the importance of having strong organizational support enables for projects to
succeed even as group dynamics change.

74
Third, while it is important for local food activism to remain largely at the local
level, it would benefit local food movements to work more closely on a national level.
For example, annual state-wide conferences between food advocates in Memphis,
Chattanooga, Knoxville, and Nashville could help to bring state-wide exposure to food
problems, help local food advocates to build wider networks and coalitions, and help
local food advocates to understand how other cities in Tennessee are addressing the
variety of food problems in their communities.
In the end, the food problems facing the United States, from hunger to obesity, are
not going improve without the support of movements at the local, state, and federal level.
While interests in food issues may be changing, we seem to be only at the beginning of a
larger conversation on the importance of food in this country.
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Appendix A
FORM B
IRB # ______
Date Received in Office of Research ______
THE UNIVERSITY OF TENNESSEE, KNOXVILLE
Application for Review Involving Human Subjects
I. IDENTIFICATION OF PROJECT
A. Principal Investigator (PI):
Liam Hysjulien
College of Arts and Sciences
Sociology
901 McClung Tower
(919)699-8205
lhysjuli@utk.edu

Faculty Advisor:
Jon Shefner
College of Arts and Sciences
Sociology
901 McClung Tower
(865) 974-6021
jshefner@utk.edu

B. Project Classification:
Master’s thesis
C. Project Title:
Growing a Local Movement: New Social Movements, Food, and Activism
D. Starting Date:
Upon IRB approval
E. Estimated Completion Date:
November, 2012
F. External Funding:
N/A
II.

PROJECT OBJECTIVES
This research project looks at the effect that the Tennessee Community
Garden Act of 1977 had on food systems and food security projects in East
Tennessee. The Tennessee Community Garden Act was passed in the Spring of
1977, intended to provide low-income Tennessee residents with access to publicly
vacant land for growing food. The Tennessee Community Garden Act was
passed in an historically significant period for food legislation. From 1977 to
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1983, national, state, and local legislators expressed significant interest in food
production, food systems, and food security issues. The Tennessee Community
Garden Act was considered landmark legislation, yet the political dynamics that
generated it have remained largely unstudied.
The purpose of this project is to address that gap through an historical case
study of the law. What factors led to the development of the Tennessee
Community Garden Act? How did the Act and other food related policies
influence the development of East Tennessee’s food system?
Two data sources will be tapped for the project: (1) archival data, to
establish the historical and procedural background of public policies, policy
making, and the status of the Tennessee Community Garden Act and similar East
Tennessee food initiatives, and (2) interview data, to ascertain stakeholder groups’
knowledge and attitudes about the impact of this legislation on the development
of food initiatives in East Tennessee.
This project is being conducted in partial fulfillment of requirements for
the Master’s Degree at the University of Tennessee, Knoxville. The results will
be publicized in a Master’s thesis.
III.

DESCRIPTION AND SOURCE OF RESEARCH PARTICIPANTS
Participates will be drawn from the population of local public policy
makers and other local stakeholders who influence public policy, such as
community organizers, local city council officials, members of the Community
Action Council, and members of the Knoxville Food Policy Council
Participants will be solicited from those who have previously been
involved at the local level in food issues, individuals who have worked on food
policy councils, members of food security non-governmental organizations in
Knoxville, city council members, and local community organizers.
I have paid attention to local food related issues for two years. The initial
list of interviewees will consist of those known to me and those identified in
public documents as stakeholders in regional food security and food system
issues. A snowball sampling technique will be used to identify additional
participants from the initial list. A snowball sample is a non-probability sampling
technique in which interviewees are asked to make referrals to other interested
stakeholders and decision makers. The investigator will contact the referrals to
ascertain their willingness to participate. A subset from the combined pool of
initial participants and referrals will be selected for interviewing to increase
confidentiality for all participants.

IV.

METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Selected participants will be contacted by the investigator, given a
description of the study and an explanation of their risks in participating, and
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asked to be interviewed. Upon their agreement, an interview time and place will
be scheduled at the participant’s convenience. At the interview meeting, the
participant will be given a study information sheet and an informed consent form,
included in Appendix A of this document. Participants will be reminded of their
risks in participating and of measures to maintain their confidentiality. They will
be given the opportunity to ask questions about the study and allowed to withdraw
at any time. Consenting participants will be interviewed by the primary
investigator only.
In-depth interviews will focus on participants’ views and knowledge about
the Tennessee Community Garden Act, local land use, food systems, and security
policies, and the policy-making process in general. A copy of the interview guide
is included in Appendix B. Interviews are expected to vary in length from 45
minutes to two hours. Interviews will be audio recorded and transcribed using
transcription machine to assure a precise record of the questions and responses
needed for analysis. Recorded accounts will be transcribed and analyzed by the
principal investigator only.
All audio recordings and transcriptions will be stored and locked in the
investigator’s home. The audio files of participants who withdraw from the study
will be erased and destroyed. Audio files will be transcribed in the privacy of the
investigator’s home using his personal computer. Interview transcripts, audio
recordings and other written references to participants will use numbers and/or
pseudonyms in place of actual names. Only the principal investigator will be
capable of matching participants’ names with case numbers or pseudonyms, so no
one except the principal investigator will know the content of any particular
participant’s interview. A list containing interview record pseudonyms, case
numbers, and participants’ names will be maintained until the project is complete.
The list will be stored and locked at the home of the principal investigator and
away from the materials referenced.
V.

SPECIFIC RISKS AND PROTECTION MEASURES
The possible risks to participants include risks to their jobs but it is
estimated that the probability of such risks is quite low. No information is being
sought that jeopardizes the physical or mental well-being or legal status of
participants, the University of Tennessee, or the principal investigator. The
participant’s study information sheet and informed consent form cautions that no
legally threatening information should be revealed in interviews.
Access to participants’ identities will only be available to the principal
investigator. Neither interview transcripts nor any publication resulting from the
project will identify subjects. Voluntary participation and measures taken to
ensure confidentiality minimize the possible psychological stresses to subjects.

VI.

BENEFITS
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The research contributes to existing sociological knowledge and benefits
the community at large. It applies sociological research to better understand how
social decision making processes affect the environmental resources on which
communities depend for their existence.
VII.

METHODS FOR OBTAINING “INFORMED CONSENT” FROM
PARTICIPANTS
Participation will first be solicited verbally from the pool of possible
participants. The principal investigator will contact these participants and their
referrals, explain the scope of the study and possible risks to the participants.
Depending on their willingness to participate, the investigator will then schedule a
meeting for the interview. At the meeting, the participant will receive a study
information sheet and an informed consent form (Appendix A). The study and
risks of participation will again be explained, and the interviewer will answer any
questions about the study from the participant. The investigator will inform the
participant that all possible measures to maintain their privacy will be taken. If the
participant agrees to an interview, s/he will sign and be given a copy of the
consent form, which reviews the participant’s role in the study, measures taken to
protect them, and contact information on the principal investigator (Appendix A).
The informed consent form meets University of Tennessee requirements.
Participants will be told that their participation is voluntary and can be ended at
any time and that the risks of their participation will be minimized to the greatest
possible extent by measures taken to assure their confidentiality. All signed
consent forms will be stored and locked in the investigator’s files until their
destruction date three years after the study is ended.

VIII. QUALIFICATIONS OF THE INVESTIGATOR
Liam Hysjulien is a master’s student in the Department of Sociology at the
University of Tennessee, Knoxville. His primary area of concentration is
environmental sociology. In pursuit of his degree, he has completed classes in
both quantitative and qualitative research methods.
The principal investigator will draw on the twenty-five years of research
experience of his faculty advisor, Dr. Sherry Cable. Dr. Cable has published
extensively on environmental issues. She has directed nine dissertation and 19
thesis projects. She has trained students in qualitative research techniques and
supervised them in ethnographic data collection and analysis.
IX.

FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT TO BE USED IN THE RESEARCH
Few facilities are needed for this research. Interviews will be recorded
using a Sony digital voice recorder. Interviews will be transcribed by the
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principal investigator using the investigator’s computer and a transcription
machine that works with the portable voice recorder. The recorder and computer
both have headphone jacks so that headphones may be used to insure privacy
during transcription. Qualitative data will be entered into Transcription Machine,
a program for downloading recordings from the portable device to computer.
Transcribing the text-based data will be done by the investigator in Microsoft
Word. Coding and analysis of the text-based data will be done by the investigator.
Data will be stored exclusively on the principal investigator’s personal memory
stick (flash drive) and analyzed on his own computer. The memory stick will
contain no identifying marks on it to indicate the source of the information and
the textual accounts will be assigned numbers to replace names. A locking file
cabinet will be provided by the principal investigator for storage of paper copies
of lists of interviewed participants and their accompanying case numbers,
pseudonyms, transcripts, code sheets, and analyses. The list for matching
participants with case numbers will be stored at the principal investigator’s home
in a locked file cabinet.
Equipment
1 locking file cabinet (PI’s)
1 audio-voice recorder (PI’s)
1 computer and headphones
computer memory stick (flash drive)
X.

RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR
By compliance with the policies established by the Institutional Review
Board of The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, the principal investigator
subscribes to the principals stated in “The Belmont Report” and standards of
professional ethics in all research, development, and related activities
involving human participants under the auspices of the University of
Tennessee, Knoxville. The principal investigator further agrees that:

a.

Approval will be obtained from the Institutional Review Board prior to
instituting any change in this research project.

b.

Development of any unexpected risks will be immediately reported to the
Compliance Section.

c.

An annual review and progress report (Form R) will be completed and
submitted when requested by the Institutional Review Board.

d.

Signed informed consent documents will be kept for the duration of the
project and for at least three years thereafter at a location approved by the
Institutional Review Board.
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XI.

SIGNATURES
Principal Investigator: Liam Hysjulien
Signature: _______________________Date: ____________________
Faculty Advisor: Jon Shefner, PhD
Signature: _______________________Date: ____________________

XII.

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW AND APPROVAL

The IRB Departmental Review Committee has reviewed and approved the
application described above. The DRC recommends that this application be
reviewed as:
[

]

Expedited Review Category: ________________

OR
[

]

Full IRB Review

Chair, DRC _____________________________

Signature _______________________________ ßßDate ________________

Department Head ________________________

Signature________________________________ Date ________________
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Protocol sent to Compliance Section for final approval on (Date)
____________________
Approved:

Compliance Section
Office of Research
404 Andy Holt Tower

Signature _______________________________Date _________________

98
Appendix B
Study Information
My name is Liam and I am a Master’s student in Sociology at the University of
Tennessee. You are invited to participate in a study that I am conducting on food policies
and food systems policies in a major metropolitan area.
If you consent to an interview, I will ask you questions about your personal knowledge of
food policies, food projects, and attitudes toward food-related problems. The interview
will take less than two hours, and you are free to end it any time.
Your interview will be digitally voice-recorded and you need not say anything that you
do not want recorded. Data you provide, including audio, will be stored in a locked file
cabinet and will be marked with a number in place of your name. Thorough steps will be
taken to protect your identity, and no information that you believe jeopardizes your legal
status will be required or should be given.
The information you provide will be kept confidential. Data will be stored securely and
will be made available only to persons conducting the study. No reference will be made
in verbal or written reports which could link you to the study. There are few risks from
participating in this study, perhaps job-related or political. But the probability of these
risks to you is estimated to be very low. The risks will be minimized to the greatest extent
possible by measures taken to assure your confidentiality
Your participation in this study is voluntary and you may decline to participate at any
time. You can refuse to answer any questions and can drop out of the research at any
time. If you drop out of the research project, any information you have given will be
destroyed.
If you have any questions about the study, you may contact the researcher, Liam
Hysjulien, at (919) 699-8205, Department of Sociology, 901 McClung Tower, University
of Tennessee, Knoxville, 37996.
Sincerely,
Liam Hysjulien
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Appendix C
INFORMED CONSENT
It is my understanding that by agreeing to participate in the project, my
rights, welfare and privacy will be maintained in the following ways:
It is my understanding that by agreeing to participate in the Growing a Local Movement:
New Social Movements, Food, and Activism, my rights, welfare, and privacy will be
maintained in the following ways:
ú

I have had the details of the research project explained to me by the project
investigator.

ú

I understand the procedures to be used in this study and have been made
aware of any possible risk involved.

ú

All responses that I give to questions will be confidential and made
accessible only to the project investigator and faculty advisor.

ú

Upon publication, I will be referred to only by a research
pseudonym assigned by the project investigator.

In signing this consent form, I have not waived any of my legal rights nor have I released
this institution/agency from liability for negligence.
I have been informed of this information in the following forms by the project
investigator or an approved representative:
(a) written form _____ [Respondent’s initials] AND/OR
(b) verbal form ______ [Respondent’s initials]
By signing this form I acknowledge that all of my questions have been answered
to my satisfaction.
If I have further questions or concerns about this study, I may contact the project
investigator, Liam Hysjulien, by email (lhysjuli@utk.edu) or by phone (919) 699-8205. I
freely and voluntarily agree to participate in this research.
________________________________________________________________________
Signature of Volunteer
Date
_______________________________________________________________________
Signature of Witness
Date
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Appendix D
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1) When did you become interested in working on food issues?
2) What do you see as major food problems facing Knoxville?
3) What do you see as major food problems facing the United States?
4) On a scale of 1 – 5 (1 being the lowest and 5 being the highest) what
importance does food have in your daily life?
5) In what ways does food play an important role in your daily life?
6) Does working on these food issues connect you to the Knoxville
community?
7) Do you think that food issues are becoming more or less important in
American society?
8) Do you think it is important or not important for local groups to partner with
each other (examples: non-profit, city government group, neighborhood
associates) on local food problems? Why or why not?
9) If so, what do you see as challenges for working with other groups?
10) Do you think that local groups are receptive to working on food issues in
Knoxville?
11) What kind of resources (examples: financial, land, grants) would be helpful in
addressing local food problems? Is it difficult to find these resources?
12) Do you think that the city government should play a larger or smaller role in
addressing food issues? If so, how and why?
13) Do you think that the federal government should play a larger or smaller role
in addressing food issues? If so, how and why?
14) What do you think are some of the most effective past, current, and future
projects for solving food problems in Knoxville?
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